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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

17  CFR  Parts  271,  275] 

Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977;  Performance 
Reporting  System 

agency:  Food  and  Nutrition  Service, 
USDA. 

action:  Proposed  rule. 

summary:  This  proposed  rulemaking 
discusses  the  establishment  of  a 
Performance  Reporting  System  by  all 
State  agencies.  This  rulemaking  also 
includes  a  proposed  amendment  to  Part 
271  in  order  to  incorporate  definitions 
related  to  the  system  into  §  271.2.  The 
changes  to  the  Performance  Reporting 
System  include  provisions  made  by  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  and  other 
improvements  necessary  to  refine  and 
build  on  the  current  system. 

DATE:  Comments  must  be  received  on  or 
before  May  25, 1979,  in  order  to  be 
assured  of  consideration. 

ADDRESS:  Comments  should  be 
submaitted  to:  Nancy  Snyder,  Deputy 
Administration  for  Family  Nutrition 
Programs,  Food  and  Nutrition  Service, 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.  20250. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Murice  Tracy,  Chairperson,  Performance 
Reporting  System  Regulations  Task 
Force,  Food  and  Nutrition  Service,  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture,  Washington, 
D.C.  (202) 447-4002. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION: 

Introduction 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  provides 
for  the  establishment  of  a  program 
monitoring  system  by  State  agencies. 
This  system  is  intended  to  provide 
States  ad  the  Food  and  Nutrition  Service 
(FNS)  with  a  management  tool  which 
will  provide  data  on  how  efficiently  and 
effectively  States  are  operating  all 
aspects  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program. 
These  proposed  regulations  are  more 
detailed  than  rules  currently  in  effect 
concerning  the  components  of  the 
Performance  Reporting  System,  and 
place  greater  emphasis  on  corrective 
action  efforts  which  will  result  in  the 
correction  of  deficiencies  in  both 
program  and  system  operations. 

Comments  were  requested  and 
received  by  the  Department  from 
various  organizations  interested  in 
recommending  changes  to  the 
Performance  Reporting  System.  Public 
hearings  were  held  in  October  1977  and 
some  of  the  comments  were  directed  to 


changes  in  the  system.  In  addition, 
meetings  have  been  haled  with  the  Food 
Research  and  Action  Center,  American 
Public  Welfare  Association,  the 
National  Conference  of  State  Welfare 
Finance  Officers,  and  FNS  Regional 
Office  staff.  Prior  to  the  development  of 
these  regulations,  State  agencies  were 
provided  a  proposal  on  a  new  corrective 
action  process.  Subpart  E  of  these 
regulations  includes  a  new  proposal  for 
the  corrective  action  process  based  on 
comments  received  from  State  agencies. 
All  comments  received  by  the 
Department  were  considered  in  drafting 
these  proposed  regulations.  In  addition, 
the  legislative  history  of  the  Act  was 
closely  examined  to  determine  the 
purpose  and  intent  of  those  provisions 
concerning  the  Performance  Reporting 
System. 

A  45  day  comment  period  on  this 
proposal  is  intended  to  allow  the  public 
an  opportunity  to  present  to  the 
Department  any  criticisms  or  comments 
on  the  Performance  Reporting  System  in 
order  to  affect  final  regulatory  policies. 

The  Department  requests  that  the 
public  provide  comments  and 
recommendations  in  enough  detail  to 
allow  an  adequate  evaluation  of  the 
feasibility  of  the  recommendations  for 
possible  incorporation  into  the  final 
rules.  Full  consideration  will  be  given  to 
all  comments  received  no  later  than  the 
closing  date  specified  above  in 
developing  final  rules. 

In  reviewing  this  proposed 
rulemaking,  reference  to  other 
rulemakings  published  by  the 
Department  will  be  useful.  These 
rulemakings  include  final  regulations 
published  October  17, 1978  (43  FR 
47846),  which  implement  major  aspects 
of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  and  the 
current  Performance  Reporting  System 
regulations  published  October  29, 1976 
(41  FR  47453),  Part  275.10. 1 

Comment  Period 

The  President  directed  each  Executive 
Agency  to  adopt  procedures  to  improve 
the  notice  and  comment  rulemaking 
process  (Executive  Order  12044,  issued 
March  23, 1978  (43  FR  12661)).  This 
Executive  Order  also  provides  that 
agencies  allow  a  60  day  comment  period 
for  significant  rulemakings  except  under 
certain  circumstances. 

This  rulemaking  will  have  a 
significant  impact  on  State  agencies  in 
terms  of  expanding  and  refining  the 
administration  and  operation  of  the 
existing  Performance  Reporting  System. 


'The  Performance  Reporting  System  regulations 
may  be  found  in  7  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part 
275  which  is  accessible  in  most  law  libraries. 
Interested  persons  may  obtain  copies  from  FNS. 


Many  public  interest  groups  are 
concerned  that  final  regulations  on  the 
system  be  implemented  as  soon  as 
possible  to  ensure  State  agencies  are 
providing  adequate  service  to 
participants  and  potential  participants 
and  operating  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
as  required  by  the  Act  and  reguations. 

In  addition,  the  Department  is 
concerned  that  final  regulations  be 
issued  promptly  to  monitor  States’  (1) 
administration  and  operation  of  the  new 
program  requirements;  (2)  quality 
control  (QC)  error  rates  related  to 
program  eligibility,  overissuances,  and 
underissuances;  and  (3)  activities 
related  to  service  to  participants  and 
potential  participants.  Therefore, 
evaluating  the  importance  of  public 
input  against  the  public’s  and  the 
Departments's  interest  in 
implementation  of  the  Performance 
Reporting  System  as  expeditiously  as 
possible  to  ensure  effective  and  efficient 
State  administration  and  operation  of 
the  program,  Robert  M.  Greenstein, 
Acting  Administrator,  Food  and 
Nutrition  Service,  has  decided  to  allow 
45  days,  rather  than  60  days,  for 
comment.2 

Further,  to  expedite  public  review  of 
the  comments  and  issuance  of  final 
regulations,  the  Department  requests 
that  comments  be  sent  so  as  to  be 
received  by  FNS  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on 
or  before  May  25, 1979.  The  Department 
will  not  guarantee  that  any 
consideration  will  be  given  to  comments 
postmarked  the  45th  day  but  not 
received  in  Washington,  D.C.,  by  that 
day.  The  public  is  urged  to  review  this 
proposal  as  soon  as  possible  and  mail 
all  comments  in  advance  of  the 
comment-period  deadline  to  ensure 
timely  receipt  and  consideration  of  the 
comments. 

Comments  received  on  this  proposal 
shall  be  available  for  public  inspection 
and  copying  at  the  Food  and  Nutrition 
Service,  Room  658,  500  12th  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.,  during  regular 
business  hours. 

Implementation 

Although  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977 
does  not  provide  timeframes  for 
implementation  of  the  Performance 
Reporting  System,  §  1303  of  Pub.  L.  95- 
113  states  that  regulations  should  be 
implemented  “*  *  *  as  expeditiously  as 
possible  *  *  *” 

The  Department  is  proposing  that  the 
requirements  contained  in  Subpart  C  of 
these  regulations  for  conducting  QC 


2  Executive  Order  12044  allows  for  comments 
periods  of  less  than  60  days  under  special 
circumstances  such  as  that  presented  by  this 
rulemaking. 
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reviews  be  implemented  by  State 
agencies  no  later  than  September  1, 

1979.  The  Department  is  also  proposing 
that  all  other  requirements  of  the 
Performance  Reporting  System 
regulations  be  implemented  no  later 
than  October  1, 1979.  States  would  be 
required  to  submit  to  FNS  Regional 
Offices  for  approval  State  QC  plans 
prior  to  September  1, 1979.  Prior  to 
October  1. 1979  States  would  be 
required  to  submit  to  FNS  Regional 
Offices  for  approval  the  following:  (1) 
requests  for  an  exception  (if  deemed 
necessary)  to  the  requirement  for  a  full¬ 
time  Performance  Reporting  System 
Coordinator;  (2)  any  new  requests  for 
establishment  of  management  units;  and 
(3)  management  evaluation  review 
worksheets.  States  would  also  be 
required  to  submit  any  changes  made  in 
the  78/79  E&E  review  schedules  (see 
§  275.20). 

In  proposing  September  1, 1979  as  the 
implementation  date  for  conducting  QC 
reviews  the  Department  recognizes  that 
some  States  will  have  households 
participating  based  upon  some  of  the 
eligibility  criteria  of  the  1964  Food 
Stamp  Act.  For  example,  a  case 
converted  via  a  desk  review  would  be 
converted  to  the  eligibility  criteria  for 
income  and  deductions  but  may  not 
have  been  converted  to  the  new  criteria 
for  resources,  work  registration,  tax 
dependency,  etc.  This  will  result  from 
households  which  had  been  certified  for 
more  than  six  months  being  converted  to 
the  requirements  established  in  Part  273 
of  the  regulations  published  October  17, 
1978,  via  desk  reviews,  as  specified  in 
§  272.1(g)(l)(iii).  It  is  possible  that  some 
of  these  households  could  continue  to 
participate  without  being  fully  converted 
until  February  1980. 

While  these  partially  converted  cases 
will  have  an  effect  upon  the 
management  evaluation  (ME)  review 
process,  the  primary  impact  will  fall 
upon  QC  review  activity.  States’  quality 
control  samples  could  contain  a  number 
of  desk  converted  cases,  which  would 
have  to  be  accounted  for.  To  handle 
these  cases,  the  Department  proposes 
that  States  review  them  based  upon  the 
conversion  requirements  of 
§  272.1(g)(l)(iii)  in  conjunction  with  the 
requirements  of  Part  273.  This  would 
ensure  that  the  data  gathered  from  QC 
review  activity  represents  States’  entire 
caseloads  and  accurately  reflects 
certification  requirements.  This 
approach  is  consistent  with  emergency 
rulemaking  published  February  9, 1979 
(44  FR  8548),  which  established  the 
modified  QC  system. 

If  this  approach  is  adopted,  States'  QC 
systems  would  examine  desk  converted 


cases  following  standard  review 
procedures.  Only  when  the  reviewer 
found  an  error  in  one  of  these  cases 
which  results  from  an  element  of 
eligibility  which  was  not  converted  and 
was  not  required  to  have  been 
converted,  would  the  reviewer  disregard 
the  error.  When  an  element  has,  or 
should  have  been,  converted  to  the 
requirements  of  the  October  17, 1978, 
regulations  the  reviewer  would  handle 
any  error  in  that  element  in  accordance 
with  the  procedures  of  Part  275. 

When  analyzing  the  effects  the  above 
proposal  would  have  on  States'  QC 
systems  the  Department  also  considered 
simply  excluding  desk  converted  cases 
from  the  QC  sample  as  “not  subject  to 
review".  This  would  simplify  the  review 
process  and  yield  data  representative 
only  of  those  cases  fully  converted  to 
the  provisions  of  the  October  17 
regulations.  However,  the  Department 
believes  that  this  would  result  in  too 
large  a  proportion  of  States’  caseloads 
being  ignored. 

The  Department  is  particularly 
interested  in  receiving  comments  on  the 
proposed  implementation  requirements 
and  whether  implementation  of  QC  by 
September  1  and  October  1  for  the 
remaining  PRS  regulations  is  feasible. 
The  Department  is  also  interested  in 
obtaining  information  from  State 
agencies  on  how  much  lead-time  is 
needed  to  implement  and  what  action 
must  be  undertaken  to  implement  these 
regulations. 

Performance  Reporting  System 

Administration 
General  Scope  and  Purpose 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  provides 
for  the  Secretary  to  establish  standards 
for  the  efficient  and  effective 
administration  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  by  the  States.  The  Department 
proposes  to  define  the  "standards"  as 
all  program  requirements  set  forth  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  Regulations.  To 
determine  how  efficiently  and 
effectively  States  are  operating  the 
program  and  ensure  compliance  with 
program  requirements,  Part  275  of  these 
regulations  establishes  a  program 
monitoring  system — The  Performance 
Reporting  System.  This  system  was  in 
existence  under  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of 
1964.  The  House  Committee  in 
developing  the  Act  of  1977  indicated  the 
necessity  of  placing  greater  emphasis  on 
effective  State  administration  of  the 
program  by  building  on  the  current 
Performance  Reporting  System. 

As  required  by  the  1977  Act,  State 
agencies  are  responsible  for  submitting 
reports  to  the  Department  which  specify 


the  actions  proposed  to  be  taken  and 
implemented  in  order  to  be  in 
compliance  with  all  program 
requirements.  If  a  State  fails  without 
good  cause  to  meet  any  of  the  program 
requirements,  or  has  failed  to  carry  out 
the  approved  State  plan  of  operation, 
the  Act  authorizes  the  Department  to 
withhold  Federal  administrative  funds 
from  the  State  as  determined 
appropriate.  The  Department  proposes 
to  continue  notifying  State  agencies  of 
noncomplkmce  with  program 
requirements  (as  was  done  under  the 
regulations  implementing  the  1964  Food 
Stamp  Act)  prior  to  suspending  and/or 
disallowing  Federal  administrative 
funds.  In  terms  of  withholding  funds,  the 
House  Report  points  out  that  "This 
penalty  is  intended  to  provide  a 
significant  financial  incentive  for  States 
to  improve  overall  program 
management,  but  the  Committee 
recognizes  the  self-defeating  nature  of 
precipitously  removing  Federal 
administrative  funds. 

Therefore,  the  Committee  expects  that 
there  would  be  opportunity  for  the 
States  to  demonstrate  "good  faith” 
efforts  at  accomplishing  their  plans 
before  funds  would  be  reduced."  (Report 
95-464  on  H.R.  7940,  June  24. 1977,  pp. 
362-363.)  In  determining  “good  cause” 
for  States’  noncompliance  with  program 
requirements,  the  Senate  conferees 
indicate  that  the  Secretary  should  look 
for  circumstances  completely  beyond 
the  State’s  control,  such  as  a  natural 
disaster.  The  Committee  specifies  that 
political  or  fiscal  problems  must  be 
considered  within  the  State’s  control. 
"When  a  State  agrees  to  participate  in 
the  food  stamp  program,  it  does  so 
voluntarily,  knowing  full  well  that  in 
agreeing  to  operate  the  program,  it  also 
agrees  to  follow  Federal  guidelines." 
(Congressional  Record — Senate,  May  24, 
1977,  S8459.)  Regulations  regarding  State 
liabilities  and  Federal  sanctions  are  not 
being  issued  as  part  of  the  Performance 
Reporting  System  regulations.  Liability 
and  sanction  regulations  (Part  276)  will 
be  issued  as  a  separate  proposed 
rulemaking  docket. 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  continues 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  pay  each 
State  agency  50  percent  of  all 
administrative  costs  involved  in 
operating  the  program.  The  Act, 
however,  includes  new  provisions 
regarding  administrative  funding. 

Among  other  things,  the  Act  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  increase  a  State 
agency's  share  of  administrative  funds 
to  60  percent  for  those  States  whose 
cumulative  allotment  error  rate  with 
respect  to  basic  program  eligibility, 
overissuance,  and  underissuance  as 
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determined  by  quality  control  are  less 
than  5  percent.  Those  States  not  eligible 
for  the  increased  Federal  cost  sharing 
are  required  to  specify  State  action 
proposed  in  order  to  reduce  the 
cumulative  allotment  error  rates. 

The  proposed  regulations  on  the 
Performance  Reporting  System  have 
changed  in  content  substantially  from 
previous  regulations  regarding  the 
system.  These  regulations  contain  more 
explanation  of  the  proposed 
requirements  for  establishing  all  aspects 
of  the  system,  specifically  the 
requirements  for  conducting 
management  evaluation  (ME)  reviews 
(formerly  known  as  E&E  reviews)  and 
quality  control  (QC)  reviews.  In  the  past, 
the  majority  of  the  requirements  dealing 
with  the  system  have  been  contained  in 
Food  and  Nutrition  Service  (FNS) 
Handbooks. 

As  will  be  noted  throughout  these 
proposed  regulations,  reference  is  being 
made  to  management  evaluation  (ME) 
reviews.  In  the  past,  the  entire  system 
has  been  referred  to  as  the  "E&E 
system”  and  a  specific  review  within  the 
system  has  been  referred  to  as  “E&E 
reviews”  (sometimes  referred  to  as 
“project  area  operations  reviews”). 
Therefore,  to  delineate  between  the 
system  and  the  review  the  Department 
is  emphasizing  the  use  of  “Performance 
Reporting  System"  when  referring  to  the 
system  and  proposing  to  rename  "E&E 
reviews"  to  management  evaluation 
(ME)  reviews. 

State  Agency  Responsibilities 

Establishment  of  the  Performance 
Reporting  System.  As  provided  by  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977,  the  Department 
continues  to  require  States  to  maintain 
performance  reporting  systems  which 
will  continuously  reflect  administration 
of  the  program  and  improvement  in 
program  operations.  The  Department 
proposes  to  continue  requiring  the 
States’  system  to  consist  of:  (1) 

Collection  of  data  through  conducting 
ME  reviews  and  QC  reviews;  (2) 
analysis  and  evaluation  of  data  from  all 
management  information  sources;  (3) 
corrective  action  planning;  (4)  corrective 
action  implementation  and  monitoring; 
and  (5)  reporting  on  program 
Performance.  Subparts  B  through  F  of 
Part  275  include  the  proposed 
requirements  for  a  State  agency’s 
establishment  of  each  component  of  the 
Performance  Reporting  System. 

The  Department  is  continuing  to 
propose  that  State  agencies  designate  a 
person  to  coordinate  the  activities  of  the 
Performance  Reporting  System.  Due  to 
the  extensive  scope  of  the  system  and 
the  responsibility  it  entails,  the 


Department  is  proposing  that  State 
agencies  designate  a  fulltime 
coordinator  unless  a  State  can 
demonstrate  that  a  part-time 
coordinator  can  effectively  fulfill  the 
responsibilities  of  the  system.  One 
component  of  the  system  is  corrective 
action  implementation.  In  the  past,  there 
has  been  confusion  at  all  levels  on  what 
individual  or  group  of  individuals  at  the 
State  level  should  be  responsible  for 
ensuring  the  accomplishment  of  this 
activity.  Currently,  many  State 
Performance  Reporting  System 
Coordinators  (presently  referred  to  as 
E&E  Coordinators)  are  not  in  a  position 
of  authority  to  ensure  corrective  action 
is  effected.  In  addition,  FNS  in  dealing 
with  State  agencies  concerning 
corrective  action  has  encountered 
difficulties  in  determining  which 
individual(s)  has  the  authority  to  ensure 
corrective  action  measures  are  effected. 
Therefore,  the  Department  is  proposing 
that  the  State  agency  designate  an 
organizational  entity  which  is  at  a  level 
of  authority  within  the  State  structure  to 
effect  corrective  action  at  the  State  and 
project  area  levels.  The  State  Welfare 
Commissioner  may  wish  to  delegate  this 
authority  to  an  individual  or  group  of 
individuals  within  the  Commissioner’s 
office.  The  Department  is  not  requiring 
the  hiring  of  new  staff  to  fulfill  this 
requirement. 

Staffing  standards.  As  explained  in 
the  Food  Stamp  Program  regulations 
(published  October  17, 1978),  the 
Department  intends  to  develop  more 
detailed  and  comprehensive  staffing 
standards,  after  appropriate  study.  The 
Department  is  proposing  that  state 
agencies  employ  sufficient  staff  in  order 
to  administer  the  Performance  Reporting 
System  as  required  by  regulations.  The 
Department  proposes  to  continue 
requiring  State  staff  used  to  conduct  QC 
reviews  to  disqualify  themselves  if  prior 
knowledge  exists  of  either  the 
household  or  the  decision  being 
reviewed.  The  Department  is  also 
proposing  that  local  project  area  staff 
not  be  used  to  conduct  QC  or  ME 
reviews  in  order  to  ensure  no  prior 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  QC  or  ME 
reviewers.  Exceptions  to  this 
requirement  concerning  local  level  staff 
may  be  granted  by  FNS  if  a  State  can 
prove  that  local  level  staff  can 
effectively  conduct  the  reviews  and 
have  no  prior  knowledge  of  individual 
household  circumstances  of  the  project 
area's  operations. 

Federal  Monitoring 

The  proposed  Performance  Reporting 
System  regulations  for  the  firsttime 
identify,  in  some  detail,  those  reviews 


proposed  to  be  conducted  by  FNS  in 
monitoring  and  evaluating  State's 
operation  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
and  Performance  Reporting  System. 
Because  of  the  different  types  of  reviews 
which  must  be  conducted,  the 
Department  is  emphasizing  in  these 
regulations  that  FNS  reviewers  will 
consolidate  the  scheduling  and 
conducting  of  these  reviews  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible  in  order  to 
reduce  the  frequency  of  entry  into  the 
State  agency.  However,  the  Department 
is  proposing  to  continue  allowing  FNS 
Regional  Offices  to  conduct  additional 
reviews  to  examine  or  reexamine  State 
agency  or  project  area  operations. 

In  terms  of  State  agency 
responsibilities,  the  Department  is 
proposing  to  continue  requiring 
immediate  corrective  action  on  program 
or  system  deficiencies  detected  as  a 
result  of  FNS  reviews  which  do  not 
require  extensive  measures  for 
corrective  action.  This  would  include 
but  not  be  limited  to  deficiencies  in 
individual  cases,  absence  of  sampling  to 
review  certain  program  requirements 
during  ME  reviews  when  required,  lack 
of  verification  by  QC  reviewers,  etc.  The 
Department  is  proposing  to  continue 
requiring  States  to  develop  corrective 
action  addressing  all  program  and 
system  deficiencies  detected  during  FNS 
reviews  within  60  days  of  receipt  of  the 
findings.  The  Department  is  proposing  to 
require  corrective  action  on  each 
deficiency  and  those  requiring  an 
amendment  to  the  State  Corrrective 
Action  Plan  would  be  submitted  to  the 
appropriate  FNS  Regional  office  no  later 
than  60  days  from  the  date  the  State 
agency  receives  the  findings  of  a  review 
conducted  by  FNS.  A  new  corrective 
action  process  is  being  proposed  by  the 
Department  and  can  be  found  in  more 
detail  in  Subpart  E  of  these  proposed 
regulations. 

Reviews  df  State  agency’s 
administration/operation  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Program.  The  Department 
previously  proposed  that  State  agencies 
conduct  reviews  of  Food  Stamp  Program 
operations  performed  by  the  State 
agency,  as  opposed  to  the  local  or 
project  level.  The  Department  received 
adverse  comments  on  this  proposal  and 
States  indicated  that  FNS  should 
conduct  these  reviews.  Therefore,  the 
Department  is  proposing  that  FNS 
continue  conducting  reviews  of  those 
food  stamp  program  operations 
performed  at  the  State  agency  level.  As 
proposed,  the  reviews  would  include  an 
examination  of  those  functions 
performed  at  the  State  level  such  as 
certification  and  issuance  procedures, 
training,  bilingual  services,  outreach. 
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complaint  procedures,  fraud,  and  other 
«  areas  as  identified  in  these  regulations. 

Review  of  State  agency's  Performance 
Reporting  System  (PRS).  The 
Department  is  continuing  to  propose 
that  reviews  of  the  State’s  PRS  consist 
of  two  types  of  reviews:  ME  &  QC 
reviews. 

Management  evaluation  (ME) 
reviews.  Previously,  these  reviews  were 
referred  to  as  “Federal  Reviews  of  State 
Agencies’  Performance  Reporting 
System  Operations."  The  Department 
proposes  to  continue  conducting  on  an 
annual  basis  reviews  to  examine  a 
State's  methods  and  procedures  for 
conducting  ME  reviews.  The  review 
would  include  an  assessment  of 
sampling  techniques  and  data  collected 
by  the  State  in  conducting  the  reviews. 
(See  the  preamble  on  ME  reviews  which 
provides  in  detail  the  Department's 
proposal  of  requiring  the  use  of  sampling 
by  States  during  ME  reviews.)  The 
Department  is  also  proposing  to 
continue  assessing  during  this  review 
the  State  agency’s  system  for  data 
analysis  and  evaluation.  A  review  by 
FNS  of  the  State’s  PRS  for  conducting 
ME  reviews  would  provide  FNS  with  a 
method  of  determining  how  the  system 
is  operating  and  States  with  information 
on  where  improvements  are  needed  in 
both  program  and  system  operations. 

Quality  control  (QC)  reviews.  These 
reviews  were  formerly  referred  to  as 
"Federal  Reviews  of  State  Agencies’ 
Quality  Control  System  Operations." 

The  Department  proposes  to  continue 
conducting  on  a  semiannual  basis 
reviews  of  the  State's  PRS  for 
conducting  QC  reviews.  Exceptions  to 
conducting  two  annual  reviews  may  be 
granted  by  FNS  (National  Office)  when 
a  State  agency  justifies  and  the  FNS 
Regional  Office  agrees  that  one  annual 
system  review  is  sufficient  and  the  State 
currently  is  taking  adequate  steps  to 
correct  existing  system  deficiencies.  The 
Department  proposes  to  conduct  these 
reviews  only  of  those  State  agencies  not 
claming  entitlement  to  enhanced  funding 
under  subsection  16(c)  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1977.  (A  specific  review  is 
being  proposed  by  the  Department  for 
those  Stat  s  claiming  entitlement  to 
enhanced  funding.  These  reviews  are 
discussed  later  in  the  preamble.)  As 
proposed,  the  review.of  the  State’s 
system  for  conducting  QC  reviews 
would  continue  to  include  an 
assessment  of  the  State  agency’s 
methods  and  procedures  for  conducting 
QC  reviews  and  an  examination  of  the 
State’s  sampling  techniques. 

Review  of  State  agency's  cumulative 
allotment  error  rates.  Subsection  16(c) 
of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  specifies 


that  when  a  State’s  cumulative 
allotment  error  rates  with  respect  to 
basis  eligibility,  overissuance,  and 
underissuance  of  coupons  are  less  than 
5  percent,  the  State  agency  shall  be 
entitled  to  60  percent  administrative 
funds.  The  Department  feels  that  a 
method  of  monitoring  States’  reported 
error  rates  must  be  implemented.  In 
establishing  a  method  of  monitoring,  the 
Department  is  not  assuming 
misrepresentation  on  the  part  of  State 
agencies  in  their  efforts  to  obtain 
entitlement  to  enhanced  funding.  The 
Department  is  aware,  however,  that 
misapplication  of  review  procedures  on 
the  part  of  individual  State  reviewers 
could  substantially  impact  on  a  State’s 
true  error  rates.  Therefore,  the 
Department  is  proposing  to  conduct  a 
specific  type  of  validation  review 
whenever  a  State  reports  cumulative 
allotment  error  rates  of  less  than  5 
percent.  Under  the  proposed  regulations, 
the  review  would  include  validation  of 
the  error  rates  to  ensure  rates  of  less 
than  5  percent;  examination  of  State  QC 
sampling  techniques  to  ensure  they  are 
FNS-approved  procedures  as 
established  in  Subpart  C  of  these 
regulations;  and  affirmation  of  the 
State’s  QC  completion  rate  to  ensure  the 
rate  is  at  the  level  required  by  §’ 275.11(f) 
of  these  regulations. 

As  proposed,  the  results  of  these 
reviews  would  determine  a  State’s 
entitlement  to  enhanced  funding.  The 
specifics  of  the  review,  such  as  sample 
size  and  the  review  procedures,  may 
closely  parallel  the  reviews  of  AFDC 
and  Medicaid  cases  conducted  by 
HEW’s  QC  and  will  be  contained  in  an 
FNS  Handbook  available  to  the  public. 

Assessment  of  corrective  action.  In 
the  past,  the  review  of  corrective  action 
has  been  conducted  as  part  of  the 
Federal  Review  of  State  Agencies’ 
Performance  Reporting  Systems.  The 
Department  proposes  to  identify  the 
assessment  of  corrective  action  as  a 
separate  review  due  to  the  importance 
of  corrective  action  as  part  of  the 
system.  The  Department  proposes  to 
continue  conducting  reviews  of 
corrective  actions  to  ensure  that:  All 
deficiencies  are  identified  and  analyzed 
in  terms  of  causes  and  magnitude; 
deficiencies  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  corrective  action  plan;  the 
State  agency  is  implementing  corrective 
actions  as  indicated  in  the  corrective 
action  plan;  target  completion  dates  are 
being  met;  and  corrective  actions  are 
effective.  As  proposed,  the  reviews 
would  be  conducted  at  the  State  agency, 
project  area  and  local  level  offices.  The 
Department  is  also  proposing  to  review 


the  State’s  corrective  action  monitoring 
and  evaluation  efforts  (See  §  275.19). 

In  order  to  provide  States  and  FNS 
with  an  early  indication  of  problems  in 
the  corrective  action  process,  the 
Department  is  proposing  to  conduct  on¬ 
site  reviews  of  corrective  action.  These 
reviews  would  be  conducted  of  selected 
corrective  actions  at  least  semiannually 
or  as  frequently  as  considered  necessary 
to  ensure  States  are  implementing 
corrective  action  measures  within  the 
timeframes  specified  in  the  State  and 
Project  Area/Management  Unit  CAP’S. 

Record  Retention 

The  Department  is  proposing  to 
continue  requiring  State  agencies  to 
maintain  Performance  Reporting  System 
records  in  a  manner  which  permits 
ready  access  to  and  use  of  the  records 
for  audit  and  other  subsequent  review 
purposes.  As  proposed,  this  would 
include  retaining  the  records  without 
loss  or  destruction  for  the  3-year  period 
required  by  §  272.1(f)  and  filed 
chronologically  in  an  orderly  sequence. 
The  Department  is  proposing  to  define 
PRS  records  as:  information  used  in  data 
analysis  and  evaluation;  corrective 
action  plans;  corrective  action 
monitoring  records;  and  ME  and  QC 
review  records.  As  proposed,  ME  review 
records  would  include:  documentation 
of  review  findings;  sources  from  which 
information  was  obtained;  procedures 
used  to  review  Food  Stamp  Program 
requirements  including  sampling 
techniques;  and  ME  review  plans.  QC 
review  records  would  include:  Forms 
FNS--245;  Forms  FNS-248;  other 
materials  supporting  the  review 
decision;  sample  lists:  tabulation  sheets: 
and  semi-annual  reports.  The 
Department  is  proposing  to  continue 
requiring  States  upon  request  to  submit 
documented  evidence  of  ME  review 
findings  to  the  FNS  Regional  Office  for 
purposes  of  evaluating  State  corrective 
action  plans.  Information  on  individual 
households  for  PRS  purposes  as 
proposed  would  continue  to  be 
safeguarded  by  State  agencies  in 
accordance  with  subsection  11(e)  (8)  of 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  and  FNS 
policies  on  disclosure  of  information  for 
the  Food  Stamp  Program. 

Management  Evaluation  Reviews 

Scope  and  purpose.  Section  16(b)(2)  of 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  requires  the 
Secretary  to  “*  *  *  instruct  each  State  to 
submit,  at  regular  intervals,  reports 
which  shall  specify  the  specific 
administrative  actions  in  order  to  meet 
the  efficiency  and  effectiveness 
standards  *  *  To  establish  a  sound 
basis  for  determining  States’  compliance 
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with  efficiency  and  effectiveness 
standards,  the  Department  proposes  to 
maintain  the  requirement  that  each 
State  operate  a  Management  Evaluation 
(ME)  review  system,  referred  to  as 
“reviews  of  project  area  operations" 
under  previous  rulemaking.  This  review 
system  would  measure  States’  and 
project  areas'  compliance  with  program 
requirements  (standards)  established  in 
FNS  regulations,  FNS-approved  State 
manuals,  and  States'  approved  Plans  of 
Operation.  The  objectives  of  this  system 
would  be  to  provide:  (1)  a  basis  for 
project  areas  to  improve  and  strengthen 
program  operations  by  identifying  and 
correcting  deficiencies;  (2)  a  continuing 
flow  of  information  between  the  project 
areas,  the  States,  and  FNS,  which  is 
necessary  to  develop  the  solutions  to 
problems  in  program  policy  and 
procedures;  and  (3)  a  systematic  method 
of  monitoring  and  assessing  program 
operations  in  the  project  areas. 

The  Department  proposes  that  State 
agencies  continue  to  conduct  reviews  on 
an  annual  basis  for  large  project  areas 
and  on  a  biennial  basis  for  small  project 
areas.  Since  large  project  areas  are 
defined  as  those  issuing  over  $500,000 
per  month  (based  upon  the  most  recent 
information  available  at  the  time  the 
biennial  review  schedule  is  developed) 
the  proposed  regulations  would 
concentrate  States’  resources  in  those 
areas  with  the  highest  levels  of 
participation.  Upon  notification  by  FNS, 
State  agencies  may  be  required  to 
conduct  reviews  on  a  more  frequent 
basis.  This  additional  review  activity 
would  only  be  required  when  there  is 
reason  to  believe  a  serious  problem 
exists  in  a  project  area. 

The  proposed  regulations  would  also 
allow  States  to  conduct  additional  full 
or  partial  ME  reviews  when  analysis 
and  evaluation,  as  explained  in  §  275.15, 
of  a  given  deficiency  does  not  provide 
the  necessary  information  to  determine 
the  cause,  extent,  or  specific  nature  of 
the  deficiency.  The  amount  of  review 
activity  and  the  method  of  review  used 
would  be  dictated  by  the  type  of 
information  needed.  The  purpose  of  this 
proposal  would  be  to  ensure  that  States 
obtain  the  information  necessary  to  plan 
and  effect  corrective  actions  that  will 
eliminate  all  deficiencies  in  their 
operation  of  the  program.  Very  often 
data  concerning  problems  in  States’ 
administration  is  fragmented  or 
incomplete.  In  these  instances  the 
Department  believes  that  a  limited  ME 
review  could  provide  information 
crucial  to  the  appropriate  use  of 
corrective  action  resources.  While  the 
Department  realizes  that  these 
additional  reviews  could  create  some 


difficulty  in  scheduling  regular  ME 
reviews,  it  is  believed  that  the  benefits 
of  this  provision  should  outweigh  any 
costs  involved  in  schedule 
modifications.  Further,  the  intent  of  this 
proposal  is  that  States  only  conduct 
reviews  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
obtain  the  desired  information.  It  is 
anticipated  that  this  would  result  in 
reviews  limited  in  scope  to  only  one 
area  of  program  operation  or  to  a  single 
program  requirement. 

Management  units.  For  the  purpose  of 
ME  reviews,  the  proposed  regulations 
would  allow  State  agencies  to  establish 
management  units  which  are  different 
from  existing  project  areas  designated 
by  FNS  for  participation  in  the  program. 
A  management  unit  is  an  area  based 
upon  a  State-established  welfare 
district,  region,  or  other  administrative 
structure  that  combines  small  project 
areas  or  divides  large  project  areas  into 
2  or  more  smaller  units  for  ME  review 
purposes.  The  provision  for  management 
units  was  contained  in  previous 
regulations,  under  the  term 
“administrative  units,”  and  has  been 
used  by  many  States  to  more  effectively 
monitor  local  level  operations.  The 
proposed  regulations  allow  FNS  the 
option  of  requiring  large  project  areas 
within  a  State  to  be  separated  into  two 
or  more  smaller  management  units. 

This  provision  is  to  ensure  that  no 
project  area  is  too  large  for  effective  ME 
monitoring.  While  management  units 
could  be  designated  as  large  or  small, 
based  upon  the  criteria  for  project  areas, 
management  units  could  not  be 
established  primarily  for  the  purpose  of 
reducing  the  frequency  of  review  or  total 
sample  sizes. 

The  proposed  regulations  would 
require  that  States  submit  requests, 
before  establishment  of  management 
units,  to  appropriate  FNS  Regional 
Offices  and  that  FNS  would  have  final 
authority  for  approval  of  such  units  or 
any  changes  in  those  units  previously 
approved  by  FNS.  The  proposed 
regulations  specify  criteria  that  would 
be  met  before  requesting  approval  and 
the  information  that  would  accompany 
the  request. 

Once  an  approved  management  unit  is 
established  it  would  be  treated  as  any 
other  project  area  for  ME  review 
purposes  and  subject  to  the  same 
requirements,  such  as  additional 
reviews  as  determined  necessary  by 
FNS.  Throughout  the  remainder  of 
Subpart  B  of  Section  275  of  the  proposed 
regulations  and  this  preamble  any 
reference  made  to  project  areas  will  also 
apply  to  management  units. 

Selection  of  sub-units  for  review.  As 
stated  in  the  proposed  regulations,  a 


sub-unit  is  any  physical  entity  within  a 
project  area  involved  in  the  operation  of 
the  Food  Stamp  Program,  excluding  Post 
Offices.  Sub-units  would  be  classified 
based  upon  functional  responsibility  as 
certification  offices,  issuance  offices, 
bulk  storage  points,  reporting  points,  or 
data  management  units.  Under  the 
proposed  regulations  any  sub-unit  in  a 
project  area  could  be  subject  to  review 
during  ME  reviews.  This  would  ensure 
complete  coverage  of  a  project  area’s 
operation  of  the  program.  However,  the 
Department  realizes  the  time  and  staff 
limitations  each  State  faces  and 
proposes  that  only  a  sample  of  sub-units 
be  selected  during  each  review. 

The  Department  is  proposing  that 
State  agencies  select  a  random  sample 
of  sub-units  from  each  functional 
classification.  The  sub-units  included  in 
each  classification  would  constitute  a 
separate  sample  frame  from  which 
separate  samples  would  be  selected 
following  the  sample  sizes  specifed  in 
the  proposed  regulations.  Each  sub-unit 
selected  from  each  classification  would 
be  reviewed  based  upon  the  program 
requirements  associated  with  the 
functions  performed  in  that  sub-unit. 

The  purpose  of  sampling  sub-units 
randomly  would  be  to  ensure  that  the 
offices  selected  for  review  are 
representative  of  all  offices  within  the 
project  area  being  reviewed.  While  this 
method  of  selection  would  provide  more 
reliable  data  on  the  project  area  as  a 
whole,  it  would  result  in  a  more  rigid 
review  system.  Therefore  the 
Department  has  proposed  several 
modifying  provisions  which  are 
discussed  below. 

When  a  sub-unit  has  more  than  one 
functional  responsibility,  it  would  be 
listed  in  each  applicable  classification; 
and  if  selected  from  a  given  sample 
frame  it  would  be  considered  to  have 
been  selected  from  each  frame  in  which 
it  was  listed.  The  sample  size  for  each 
applicable  classification  would  then  be 
reduced  by  one,  and  all  requirements 
related  to  the  functions  performed  at  the 
sub-unit  would  be  reviewed  following 
standard  procedures.  The  Department 
believes  that  this  provision  for  sub-units 
with  combined  responsibilities  would 
reduce  ME  review  travel  time  and 
enable  States  to  concentrate  monitoring 
efforts  on  multi-function  sub-units.  The 
proposed  rules  also  provide  that  when  a 
sub-unit  selected  for  review  acts  as  the 
parent  office  (i.e.,  maintains  records, 
provides  supervision)  for  itinerant 
issuance  and/or  certification  points,  at 
least  one  itinerant  point  per  sub-unit 
would  be  reviewed,  provided  that  an 
itinerant  point  is  in  service  at  the  time 
the  ME  review  is  conducted. 
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In  order  to  allow  States  greater 
flexibility  in  the  selection  of  sub-units, 
the  Department  also  proposes  that 
States  be  given  the  option  of  selecting  a 
limited  number  of  sub-units  on  a 
nonrandom  basis.  This  would  allow  for 
the  selection  of  offices  that  have 
suspected  or  known  problems  in  their 
operation  of  the  program  or  have  special 
characteristics  which  may  warrant 
closer  monitoring.  The  proposed 
regulations  would  limit  the  number  of 
sub-units  that  may  be  chosen  on  a 
nonrandom  basis  to  25  percent  of  the 
required  sample  size  for  a  particular 
classification  of  sub-units.  For  example, 
if  the  required  sample  size  for 
certification  offices  in  a  project  area  is 
eight,  the  State  may  select  two  offices 
which  are  in  need  of  special  attention 
and  then  select  six  more  on  a  random 
basis.  The  two  offices  selected  prior  to 
sampling  would  be  removed  from  the 
sample  frame  before  the  six  other  offices 
are  randomly  selected.  As  the  provision 
for  random  sampling  of  sub-units  is  new 
to  ME  reviews,  the  Department  hopes 
that  all  interested  parties,  State  agencies 
in  particular,  will  consider  the  impacts 
of  sampling  and  provide  the  Department 
with  comments. 

The  sub-unit  sample  sizes  specified  in 
Table  1  were  developed  based  upon  two 
considerations.  First  was  that  States 
have  limited  resources  and  can  thus  be 
expected  to  review  a  limited  number  of 
offices.  Second  was  the  need  to  ensure 
that  project  areas  are  reviewed  in 
enough  depth  to  ensure  that  any 
deficiency  in  program  operations  is 
detected  and  some  indication  as  to  the 
severity  of  the  deficiency  is  obtained. 
The  Department  feels  that  States  should 
be  able  to  review  the  proposed  sample 
sizes  and  at  the  same  time  these  sizes 
will  yield  data  representative  of  the 
project  area’s  operation  of  the  program. 
Under  the  proposed  regulations,  the 
actual  method  of  selecting  samples 
would  be  left  to  each  State’s  discretion, 
so  long  as  the  method  yields  random 
and  unbiased  samples  of  sub-units.  It  is 
recommended,  however,  that  States  use 
a  systematic  sampling  technique  for 
frames  containing  large  numbers  of  sub¬ 
units.  as  it  would  usually  be  the  easiest 
to  administer  and  the  least  time 
consuming.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
the  proposed  regulations  would  allow 
State  agencies  to  exclude  bank  issuance 
offices  from  the  sample  frame  for 
issuance  offices,  if  it  can  be  estabished 
that  such  offices  have  consistently  been 
in  full  compliance  with  program 
requirements. 

This  proposal  is  made  based  upon 
FNS-Regional  Office  experience  which 
indicates  that  banks  very  often  maintain 


compliance  with  issuance  requirements 
due  to  their  familiarity  with 
accountability  procedures.  The  criteria 
for  exclusion  of  bank  issuance  offices, 
as  specified  in  §  275.7(g)(2),  would 
ensure  that  only  those  offices  which 
historically  are  in  compliance  with 
program  requirement  are  in  fact 
excluded.  The  Department  believes  that 
this  provision  would  allow  States  to 
concentrate  monitoring  resources  on 
issuance  sites  which  have  the  greatest 
potential  for  error.  The  only  instance  in 
which  a  sub-unit  selected  in  a  sample 
could  be  excluded  from  the  sample  is 
when  an  audit  or  investigation  is  being 
conducted  in  that  sub-unit  simultaneous 
with  the  ME  review,  in  which  case  a 
replacement  would  be  randomly 
selected.  Again,  the  Department  hopes 
that  all  concerned  parties  examine  these 
proposals  for  sub-unit  sampling 
carefully  and  provide  comments. 

Review  coverage.  The  proposed 
regulations  require  that  State  agencies 
review  the  areas  of  program  operation 
identified  in  §  275.9  during  each  ME 
review.  The  program  requirements 
associated  with  each  area  of  program 
operation  are  specified  in  Parts  271,  272, 
273,  274,  280,  and  281  of  FNS,  USDA 
Regulations  published  October  17, 1978. 
The  Department  views  all  program 
requirements  as  important;  thus  the 
proposed  regulations  would  require  that 
all  requirements  be  examined  during 
each  ME  review.  For  example,  in 
§  275.8(b)(1)  “application  processing”  is 
identified  as  a  program  area  that  would 
be  reviewed  during  each  ME  review. 

The  program  requirements  associated 
with  this  area  are  specified  in  §  273.2 
and  include  the  requirements  that 
States:  use  an  FNS  designed  or 
approved  application  form;  encourage 
and  allow  households  to  file  an 
application  on  the  same  day  they 
contact  the  Food  Stamp  Office; 
document  the  date  the  application  was 
filed;  mail  application  forms  to 
households  at  their  request;  provide 
households  with  the  address  and 
telephone  number  of  the  correct 
certification  office  when  the  wrong 
office  within  a  certification  office  is 
contacted;  mail  applications  to  the 
correct  office  on  the  day  received  when 
a  household  has  filed  it  in  the  wrong 
office;  make  application  forms  readily 
accessible  to  potentially  eligible 
households  and  those  groups  and 
organizations  involved  in  outreach 
efforts;  provide  an  application  form  to 
anyone  who  requests  the  form;  post 
signs  in  the  certification  office  which 
explain  the  application  processing 
standards  (requirements)  and  the  right 
to  file  an  application  on  the  day  of 


initial  contact;  and  include  similar 
information  about  same  day  filing  in 
outreach  material  and  on  the  application 
form.  The  requirements  listed  above 
apply  to  paragraphs  (b)  and  (c)  of 
§  273.2.  Paragraphs  (a),  (d),  (e),  (f),  (g), 
(h),  (i).  (j).  (k)  of  §  273.2  specify  the  other 
requirements  of  “application 
processing”  which  would  be  reviewed 
during  each  ME  review.  While  FNS 
would  provide  detailed  instructions 
specifying  the  program  requirements 
that  would  be  reviewed,  it  would  be 
incumbent  upon  State  agencies  to 
ensure  that  all  requirements  are 
reviewed  during  each  ME  review.  When 
an  area  of  program  operation  or  a  given 
program  requirement  is  a  function 
performed  at  the  State  level  and  the 
project  area  has  no  responsibilities  for 
direct  administration  of  the  area  or 
requirement,  it  would  be  excluded  from 
the  ME  review  of  that  project  area,  as  it 
would  be  reviewed  by  FNS  as  proposed 
in  §  275.3(d)  and  discussed  earlier  in  this 
preamble. 

Review  process.  The  proposed 
regulations  recognize  that  each  project 
area’s  operational  structure  will  differ 
and  would  allow  States  the  option  of 
reviewing  each  program  requirement  in 
a  manner  which  will  best  measure  the 
project  area’s  compliance  with  the 
requirement.  To  ensure  that  each  ME 
review  would  be  carried  out  in 
accordance  with  the  Department’s 
proposed  ME  review  requirements  and 
conducted  in  a  manner  which  would 
ensure  complete  coverage  of  the  project 
area’s  operations,  the  proposed 
regulations  would  require  State  agencies 
to  develop  an  ME  review  plan  prior  to 
each  review.  These  plans  would  contain 
information  concerning  the  project 
area’s  operation  including:  the  number 
of  sub-units  (by  classification);  the 
number  of  each  type  of  program  record 
generated  during  the  six  month  period 
prior  to  the  month  of  review  (for  ATP 
and  HIR  cards  only  one  month  prior  to 
the  review);  and  where  the  records  are 
physically  maintained  within  the  project 
area.  In  addition,  the  controls  the  project 
area  uses  to  organize  records  must  be 
identified.  The  identification  of  controls 
is  particularly  important  when  the 
proposed  requirements  of  §  275.9(d)  are 
examined.  The  proposed  procedures  for 
problem  record  selection  are  discussed 
later  in  this  preamble  in  some  detail. 

The  ME  review  plan  would  also  identify 
the  project  area,  the  dates  of  the  ME 
review,  the  sub-units  selected  for  review 
(including  the  method  used  to  select 
them)  and  identification  of  any  sub-units 
selected  or  excluded  in  accordance  with 
§  275.7(g).  Finally,  the  ME  review  plan 
would  identify  whether  the  State  agency 
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plans  to  select  program  records  only 
from  those  sub-units  selected  for  review 
or  on  a  project  area-wide  basis  as 
described  in  §  275.9(d)  (9).  (10).  (11)  of 
the  proposed  rules. 

The  Department  proposes  that  State 
agencies  select  random  samples  of 
casefiles  and  examine  the  program 
records  contained  therein  to  review  all 
program  requirements  that  lend 
themselves  to  such  an  approach.  The 
proposed  regulations  establish  selection 
of  casefiles  and  examinations  of 
program  records  contained  therein  as 
the  preferred  method  for  reviewing 
program  requirements.  However,  there 
are  many  requirements  that  program 
record  examination  may  not  encompass. 
Where  a  program  requirement  cannot  be 
reviewed  through  record  examination, 
the  proposed  regulations  would  allow 
State  agencies  the  option  of  using  any  of 
four  other  review  methods  or  another 
technique  that  may  better  meet  the 
State's  particular  situation.  The  only 
requirement  State  agencies  would  be 
required  to  observe  is  that  regardless  of 
which  review  method  is  used,  it  must 
ensure  complete  coverage  of  the 
program  requirement(s)  it  is  applied  to. 

Program  record  selection  and 
examination.  The  Department  proposes 
that  State  agencies  incorporate  a 
random  sampling  methodology  into  their 
ME  review  systems  for  the  selection  of 
casefiles  and/or  program  records.  The 
proposed  regulations  identify  the 
program  records  that  sampling  would  be 
applied  to  and  the  sample  universes  and 
frames  for  these  records.  The 
regulations  also  establish  the  sample 
sizes  that  would  be  required  for  each 
type  of  program  record  and  the  options 
States  would  have  if  the  required 
sample  size  for  a  record  could  not  be 
achieved. 

The  universe  for  a  given  program 
record  would  be  all  records  of  that  type 
generated  during  six  month  period  prior 
to  the  month  the  ME  review  is 
conducted;  except  that  in  the  case  of 
HIR  and  ATP  cards  the  universes  would 
be  those  generated  during  the  month 
prior  to  the  month  of  review.  The 
universe  would  include  pending  and 
inactive  as  well  as  active  program 
records. 

The  sample  frames  for  program 
records  could  be  logs,  lists,  or  preferably 
casefiles.  Casefiles  would  be  used  as  the 
sample  frame  wherever  possible  since 
many  types  of  program  records  are 
contained  in  casefiles  and  they  are 
usually  the  most  readily  available 
system  of  records  for  sampling  purposes. 
When  selecting  a  sample  of  casefiles, 
the  sample  size  would  be  based  upon 
the  program  record  that  appears  most 


frequently  throughout  the  casefile.  In 
this  way,  a  single  sample  could  yield  the 
required  sample  for  several  types  of 
program  records. 

If  a  sample  of  casefiles  does  not  yield 
the  required  sample  size  for  a  program 
record,  the  proposed  regulations  would 
allow  the  State  to  either  continue  to 
select  casefiles  to  achieve  the  required 
sample  or  use  one  of  the  other  methods 
of  review  as  described  in  §  275.9(d)(8). 
This  provision  is  designed  to  allow 
States  flexibility  during  the  review 
process  and  ensure  that  ME  sampling 
does  not  excessively  burden  States. 

Where  a  given  type  of  program  record 
is  not  maintained  in  a  casefile,  but  in  a 
separate  system  of  records,  a  separate 
sample  of  that  program  record  would  be 
selected  from  the  system  in  which  it  is 
maintained. 

The  required  sample  size  for  a 
program  record  would  be  determined 
based  upon  the  total  number  of  such 
records  in  the  project  area's  universe  for 
that  record.  In  many  instances,  the  State 
may  not  have  definitive  data  of  the  total 
number  of  program  records  in  a  project 
area  or  in  individual  sub-units.  In  these 
instances  the  Department  proposes  that 
States  estimate  the  number  of  program 
records  in  project  areas  and/or  sub¬ 
units  based  upon  the  most  current  and 
accurate  data,  which  should  be 
available  in  the  project  area  or  sub-unit 
being  reviewed.  Table  2  of  the  proposed 
regulations  contains  the  specific  sample 
sizes  State  agencies  would  be  required 
to  achieve  for  each  type  of  record. 

To  ensure  equal  coverage  of  each  sub¬ 
unit  selected  within  a  project  area,  the 
Department  proposes  that  State 
agencies  select  casefiles  and/or  program 
records  on  a  proportional  basis  from 
sub-units  maintaining  casefiles  and/or 
program  records.  However,  State 
agencies  would  have  the  option  of 
selecting  casefiles  and/or  records  on  a 
project  area-wide  basis.  Where  States 
are  capable  of  selecting  area-wide 
samples,  this  approach  would  be 
encouraged  as  the  results  would  be 
easier  to  project  to  the  entire  project 
area.  The  Department  further  proposes 
that  States  be  given  the  option  to 
employ  any  sample  selection  technique 
as  long  as  random  and  unbiased 
samples  are  obtained.  These  proposals 
are  intended  to  allow  States  the 
flexibility  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
proposed  sampling  requirements; 
recognizing  the  variations  between 
States’,  project  areas’,  and  sub-units’ 
operational  structures.  However,  every 
program  record  or  casefile  would  be 
reviewed  once  selected  for  review  and 
every  requirement  reflected  in  a  selected 
record  would  be  examined.  This  would 


be  necessary  if  reliable  results  are  to  be 
obtained  from  ME  sampling. 

This  proposal  for  random  sampling  of 
casefiles  and/or  program  records  is  a 
significant  change  from  the  requirements 
of  previous  rulemaking  and  FNS 
Instructions.  Currently,  State  agencies 
are  required  to  select  some  “adequate 
number”  of  program  records  to  review 
program  requirements.  This  "adequate 
number”  has  resulted  in  significant 
variations  in  the  number  of  records 
selected  in  each  project  area  during 
each  review.  Further,  the  manner  in 
which  records  have  been  selected  and 
the  number  reviewed  has  made  the 
value  of  resultant  data  questionable  in 
many  instances.  Finally,  concern  has 
been  expressed  at  all  levels  over  what 
constitutes  an  "adequate  number"  of 
records  to  review  a  given  program 
requirement. 

In  order  to  strengthen  the  ME  review 
system  by  obtaining  more  reliable  data 
for  corrective  action  planning  and  to 
assist  States  in  their  efforts  to  ensure 
complete  coverage  of  project  areas’ 
operations,  the  Department  developed 
the  random  sampling  procedures 
outlined  above  and  specified  in  the 
proposed  regulations.  While  this 
proposal  would  require  a  more 
structured  selection  technique  than 
States  currently  employ  and  would 
require  increases  in  most  States’  ME 
review  staffs,  the  Department  feels  that 
improved  corrective  actions  based  upon 
the  data  resulting  from  ME  reviews 
would  more  than  justify  any  cost 
increases.  The  proposed  ME  review 
system  would  provide  reliable 
information  on  program  requirements 
concerning  both  State  accountability 
and  service  delivery  to  participants 
and/or  potential  participants. 

Review  worksheet.  The  Department 
proposes  that  States  continue  to  use 
review  worksheets,  to  be  approved  by 
FNS,  to  record  findings  of  each  ME 
review.  The  areas  of  program  operation 
that  would  be  identified  on  these 
worksheets  are  outlined  in  §  275.9(e)  of 
the  proposed  regulations.  These 
worksheets  would  be  the  all  important 
link  between  the  review  activity  itself, 
data  analysis/evaluation  and, 
ultimately,  corrective  action  planning  . 

Conducting  an  ME  review.  To 
facilitate  interested  parties’ 
understanding  of  how  the  proposed  ME 
review  system  would  operate,  the 
following  step-by-step  description  of  an 
ME  review  is  offered. 

Following  and  documenting  the  ME 
review  plan,  State  review  team  would 
first  secure  information  from  the  project 
area  concerning  its  organization  icluding 
the  number  and  functions  of  sub-units 
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(identifying  those  with  combined 
responsibilities  or  itinerant  service 
points),  within  the  project  area  as  well 
as  the  number  and  location  of  program 
records,  by  type,  generated  during  the 
period  of  review  and  maintained  within 
the  individual  sub-units.  While  the 
actual  number  of  program  records  would 
be  desirable,  estimates  based  upon  the 
best  available  data  would  suffice.  If 
possible,  the  review  team  would  also 
secure  information  at  this  time 
concerning  the  systems  used  to  organize 
records  maintained  within  the  various 
sub-units,  e.g.,  casefiles,  lists,  logs. 

Having  obtained  the  number  of  sub¬ 
units  and  their  functions,  the  review 
team  would  list  them  based  upon 
functional  responsibility  as  certification 
offices,  issuance  offices,  bulk  storage 
points,  reporting  points,  or  data 
management  units.  Next  the  State  would 
decide  whether  any  of  the  sub-units 
should  be  selected  prior  to  random 
sampling  or  if  any  bank  issuance  offices 
should  be  excluded  from  the  list  of 
issuance  offices.  If  the  State  elects  to 
select  any  sub-units  on  a  nonrandom 
basis  or  exclude  any  banks,  the  lists 
would  be  adjusted  accordingly  with  the 
sample  frame  for  each  classification 
consisting  of  the  remaining  sub-units  in 
each  list.  The  State  would  then 
randomly  select  the  required  numbers  of 
sub-units  from  each  frame  based  upon 
the  Table  1  of  the  proposed  regulations, 
decreasing  required  sample  sizes  by  the 
number  of  sub-units  which  were 
selected  on  a  nonrandom  basis. 

The  State  review  team  can  now 
determine  how  and  where  program 
record  selection  will  be  conducted. 
Assuming  the  State  has  elected  to  select 
samples  of  program  records  only  from 
those  sub-units  selected  for  review  (as 
opposed  to  project  area-wide  sampling) 
the  State  would  now  examine  the 
systems  used  to  organize  the  records  in 
each  sub-unit.  Wherever  possible  the 
State  would  use  casefile  systems  as  the 
sample  frame  for  all  records  ctmtained 
in  casefiles.  When  using  casefile 
systems  as  the  sample  frame  for  several 
program  records,  the  program  record 
that  appears  most  often  within  the 
casefile  system  would  determine  the 
number  of  casefiles  that  should  be 
selected  to  obtain  the  required  sample 
size  for  each  type  of  record  contained  in 
the  casefile  system.  In  most  instances, 
applications  should  appear  in  the 
greatest  quantity.  Thus,  the  required 
sample  size  for  casefiles  would 
correspond  to  the  required  sample  size 
for  applications.  Where  a  program 
record  is  not  contained  in  a  casefile 
system,  but  in  a  separate  system  of 
records,  the  State  would  use  that  system 


as  the  sample  frame  for  that  program 
record. 

The  required  sample  size  for  a  given 
program  record  would  be  determined 
based  upon  the  total  number  generated 
within  the  project  area  during  the  six- 
month  period  preceding  the  month  of 
review;  except  in  the  case  of  HIR  or  ATP 
cards  where  the  required  sample  size 
would  be  based  upon  the  number 
generated  during  the  month  prior  to  the 
month  of  review.  The  required  sample 
sizes  for  each  type  of  program  record  is 
specified  in  Table  2  of  the  proposed 
regulations. 

Once  having  identified  where  and 
how  casefiles  or  individual  program 
records  are  maintained  within  those 
sub-units  selected  for  review,  the  review 
team  would  determine  the  sample  sizes 
for  each  of  the  sub-units  on  a 
proportional  basis  as  explained  in  detail 
in  §  275.9(d)(9)  of  the  proposed 
regulations.  The  next  step  is  the  actual 
selection  of  individual  program  records 
and/or  casefiles  within  each  sub-unit. 
The  reviewers  would  select  program 
records  from  systems  containing  active, 
inactive  and  pending  records.  At  this 
point  the  State  reviewers  would  begin 
using  review  worksheets  documenting 
review  techniques,  review  findings,  etc. 
While  any  sampling  technique  could  be 
used,  systematic  sampling  is 
recommended  and  would  probably  be 
used  in  most  instances.  However,  any 
technique  used  would  have  to  ensure 
random  selection  of  casefiles  and/or 
program  records.  As  casefiles  and/or 
program  records  samples  are  selected 
the  State  reviewers  would  monitor  how 
many  of  each  type  of  program  record 
appear  in  the  sample(s)  and  determined 
if  required  sample  sizes  are  being  met. 

As  explained  in  the  proposed 
regulations,  any  casefile  that  contains  or 
should  contain  a  certain  program  record 
would  be  counted  toward  achievement 
of  the  required  sample  size  for  that 
record.  Where  selection  of  casefiles 
does  not  yield  the  required  number  of  a 
certain  record  the  State  reviewers  could 
randomly  select  additional  casefiles 
until  the  required  sample  is  achieved  for 
that  record  or,  to  ease  the  workload 
burden,  could  use  another  method  to 
review  the  program  requirements 
reflected  in  that  record.  In  either  case, 
the  State  would  ensure  that  the  program 
requirements  reflected  by  a  given 
program  record  are  reviewed  in  a 
manner  which  yields  reliable  findings. 

Every  program  requirement  reflected 
in  those  records  selected  for  review 
would  then  be  examined  to  determine  if 
those  requirements  are  being  met.  No 
records  could  be  excluded  from 
examination  once  selected  unless  the 


State  selects  additional  casefiles  to 
achieve  the  required  sample  size  for  a 
certain  record.  In  this  situation  only  the 
records  being  sampled  for  would  be 
examined. 

While  selection  and  examination  of 
program  records  would  have  covered 
many  program  requirements,  many 
others  would  be  reviewed  using  one  of 
the  other  review  methods  identified  in 
§  275.9(c)(2)  of  the  proposed  regulations. 
These  review  methods  would  be  used  to 
review  all  program  requirements  which 
could  not  be  reviewed  through 
examination  of  program  records  in  all 
sub-units  selected  for  review. 

After  all  sampling  and  review  activity 
is  completed,  the  State  review  team 
would  complete  the  necessary 
worksheets  identified  earlier  in  this 
preamble. 

The  Department  solicits  public 
comment  on  all  of  the  proposed 
regulations  regarding  ME  reviews,  but 
particularly  on  those  provisions  dealing 
with  sampling  of  sub-units  and  program 
records.  Comment  is  sought  on  the 
administrative  efficiency,  cost 
effectiveness  and  any  difficulties  that 
would  develop  as  a  result  of  the 
incorporation  of  a  sampling 
methodology  into  the  ME  review  system. 
Any  suggestions  on  how  this  proposal 
could  be  improved,  or  on  specified 
components  such  as  sample  sizes  or  the 
availability  of  sample  frames,  would  be 
welcome. 

Quality  Control  Reviews 

Scope  and  Purpose 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  provides 
a  legislative  basis  for  increased 
emphasis  on  program  administration, 
including  increased  stress  on  the  quality 
control  program  as  a  monitoring  tool. 
The  current  requirement  that  States 
operate  a  quality  control  program  to 
check  the  accuracy  of  the  certification 
process  was  established  by  the 
Department  in  the  regulations 
implementing  the  1970  (1971)  food  stamp 
legislation.  Prior  to  the  1977  Act  there 
was  no  specific  legislative  provision 
requiring  a  food  stamp  quality  control 
program.  State  agencies  are  now 
required  by  law  to  conduct  quality 
control  reviews  as  part  of  the 
Performance  Reporting  System.  Quality 
control  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program  will 
continue  to  review  active  cases  to 
determine  that  the  household  is  eligible 
and  receiving  the  correct  allotment  of 
food  stamps,  and  negative  cases  to 
determine  that  households  which  were 
denied  or  terminated  were,  in  fact,  not 
eligible  for  program  benefits. 
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The  Act  (Section  16(e))  specifies  that 
quality  control  means  monitoring  and 
reducing  the  rate  of  errors  in 
determining  basic  eligibility  and  benefit 
levels.  The  Department  proposes  to 
continue  defining  the  objectives  of 
quality  control  as  providing:  (1)  A 
systematic  method  of  measuring  the 
validity  of  the  food  stamp  caseload  at  a 
given  point  in  time;  (2)  a  basis  for 
determining  National  rates  of 
ineligibility,  incorrect  allotments,  as  well 
as  rates  for  households  wrongfully 
denied  or  terminated;  (3)  a  continuing 
flow  of  information  between  the  States 
and  FNS  necessary  to  develop  the 
solution  to  problems  in  program  policies 
and  procedures;  and  (4)  a  basis  for 
assisting  State  agencies  in  improving 
and  strengthening  program  operations 
by  identifying  deficiencies.  In  order  to 
realize  these  objectives,  the  Department 
proposes  that  the  review  process 
continue  to  consist  of:  (1)  Case 
assignments  and  completion  monitoring; 
(2)  case  reviews;  (3)  supervisory  review 
of  completed  worksheets  and  schedules; 
and  (4)  transmission  of  completed 
worksheets  and  schedules  for 
centralized  data  processing  and 
analysis. 

Sampling 

Sampling  is  a  valuable  tool  for 
obtaining  sound  quantitative 
information  concerning  Food  Stamp 
Program  operations  quickly  and 
accurately.  When  a  sample  is  designed 
and  carried  out  in  accordance  with 
probability  theory,  results  obtained  from 
the  sample  may  be  generalized  to  the 
total  group  from  which  it  is  drawn. 

The  Department  has  long  recognized 
the  value  of  probability  samples  in  food 
stamp  quality  control.  This  section  of 
the  proposed  regulations  is  in  large  part 
a  consolidation  and  refinement  of 
existing  policies,  procedures,  and 
instructions.  With  this  consolidation,  the 
Department  hopes  to  provide  a  clearer 
understanding  of  its  minimum 
requirements,  enhance  the  awareness  of 
options  available  to  State  agencies,  and 
establish  uniform  criteria  for  approving 
deviations  from  the  recommended 
options. 

Sampling  plan.  Because  of  the 
continued  importance  of  quality  control 
data  in  the  development  of  corrective 
action  to  reduce  program  and 
participant  loss,  and  because  of  its 
added  importance  to  the  distribution  of 
additional  administrative  funds,  it  is 
incumbent  upon  the  State  agency  to  be 
able  to  demonstrate  the  integrity  of  its 
sampling  procedures.  The  proposed 
regulations  require  that  all  sampling 
procedures  used  by  a  State  be  fully 


documented  and  available  for  review  by 
FNS.  This  documentation  would  be 
expected  to  include  but  need  not  be 
limited  to:  (1)  Step-by-step  descriptions 
of  the  construction  of  the  sampling 
frame  and  any  supplemental  lists 
including  the  source  of  each  list,  the 
date  on  which  lists  are  compiled  or  are 
available  for  sample  selection,  the  order 
of  sampling  units  within  each  list, 
measures  of  the  accuracy  and 
completeness  of  each  list,  and 
procedures  for  eliminating  cases  not 
subject  to  review  or  listed  in  error;  (2) 
sample  selection  processes  including  the 
estimation  of  caseload  size,  the 
determination  of  an  appropriate 
overpull,  the  computation  of  sampling 
intervals  and  the  determination  of 
random  starts  when  using  systematic 
sampling,  the  application  of  selection 
procedures  to  identify  sample  cases,  and 
any  adjustments  for  over-  or 
undersampling;  and  (3)  any  checks  and 
controls  established  by  the  State  to 
monitor  the  selection  and  assignment  of 
sample  cases.  Thorough  documentation 
in  sufficient  detail  to  reconstruct  the 
sampling  process  will  help  ensure 
adequate  coverage  of  the  target 
population  and  minimize  the  possibility 
of  systematic  bias. 

The  proposed  regulations  also  require 
that  each  State  agency  prepare  and 
submit  a  sampling  plan  for  approval  by 
FNS.  This  document  will  serve  as  the 
foundation  for  FNS  review  of  quality 
control  sampling  procedures.  This  plan 
is  basically  a  distillation  of  the 
documentation  described  above  and 
must  include  a  complete  description  of 
the  sampling  frames,  methods  of  sample 
selection,  and  methods  for  estimating 
characteristics  of  the  population  and 
their  sampling  errors. 

In  addition,  the  sampling  plan  must 
describe  the  relationship,  if  any, 
between  the  food  stamp  quality  control 
sample  design  and  other  Federally 
mandated  quality  control  samples  (e.g., 
Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent 
Children  (AFDC)  or  Medicaid).  The 
Department,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  and  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  is  developing  consolidated 
sampling  and  review  procedures  for 
food  stamp,  AFDC,  and  Medicaid 
quality  control.  The  short-term  goal  of 
this  effort  is  to  offer  States  the  option  to 
realize  the  savings  possible  from  a 
limited  integration  of  the  three  programs 
within  existing  constraints.  In  the  long 
run,  as  the  Departments  and  States  gain 
experience  and  reconcile  differences  in 
program  requirements  and  definitions, 
the  Department  hopes  to  enable  every 
State  to  benefit  from  the  cost  reductions 


of  consolidation.  The  Department  also 
believes  that  this  approach  will  provide 
more  accurate  information  about 
multiprogram  participation  and  the 
interrelationship  of  food  stamp,  public 
assistance,  and  Medicaid  errors. 

Although  States  have  always  had  the 
option  to  propose  a  variety  of  sample 
designs,  the  Department  has  generally 
recommended  the  use  of  a  systematic 
sample  because  of  the  ease  with  which 
it  can  be  administered.  A  systematic 
sample  is  also  responsive  to  variations 
in  the  caseload  over  the  course  of  a 
reporting  period.  (A  systematic  sample 
selects  individual  cases  from  a  sample 
frame  at  equally  spaced  intervals.  The 
size  of  the  selection  interval  is 
dependent  upon  the  estimated  size  of 
the  universe  and  the  required  sample 
size.) 

The  Department  is  increasingly 
aware,  however,  of  special  conditions 
and  local  constraints  which  tend  to 
dictate  the  use  of  alternative  techniques. 
The  proposed  regulations  (and 
forthcoming  Instructions)  should 
enchance  the  awareness  of  alternate 
sample  designs  and  the  situations  in 
which  they  may  be  most  effective.  An 
alternate  sample  design  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  State’s  quality 
control  sampling  plan  and  must  be 
approved  by  FNS  before  being  put  into 
operation.  An  alternate  proposal  must 
specify  the  advantages  over  current 
sampling  procedures  and  meet  the 
following  criteria: 

(1)  Conform  to  principles  of 
probability  sampling  (i.e.,  each  unit  in 
the  population  must  have  a  known,  non¬ 
zero  probability  of  selection,  and 
computational  methods  of  estimation 
must  lead  to  a  unique  estimate  for  each 
sample); 

(2)  Describe  methods  for  estimating 
characteristics  of  the  population  and 
their  sampling  errors; 

Provide  population  estimates  with  the 
same  or  better  precision  as  would  be 
obtained  by  a  sample  random  design; 

(4)  Described  the  effect  of  the 
proposed  sample  design  on  required 
data  analysis  and  reporting;  and 

(5)  Maintain  current  effort  in  other 
phases  of  the  quality  control  process 
(e.g.,  case  reviews,  statistical  reports, 
and  data  analysis). 

All  sampling  plans  and  substantive 
changes  in  previously  approved  sample 
designs,  frames,  or  procedures  are 
subject  to  FNS  approval. 

Universe.  A  universe  consists  of  all 
units  for  which  information  is  desired. 
The  delineation  of  the  target  population 
is  important  in  that  it  defines  the  scope 
of  possible  statistical  inferences  beyond 
the  sample.  Segments  of  the  population 
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which  are  not  subject  to  sample 
selection  must  also  be  excluded  from 
any  conclusions  drawn  from  the  sample 
results.  The  proposed  regulations  define 
two  universes,  excluding  from  each  a 
limited  number  of  households  not 
usually  amenable  to  quality  control, 
review. 

Historically,  the  Department  has 
defined  the  active  universe  to  include 
only  those  households  which  participate 
in  the  Food  Stamp  Program.  Households 
who  were  certified  eligible  to  participate 
but  choose  not  to  receive  the  coupon 
allotment  to  which  they  were  entitled 
were  not  subject  to  quality  control 
review.  Because  the  elimination  of  the 
purchase  requirement  is  expected  to 
remove  a  major  barrier  to  participation 
by  eligible  households,  the  Department 
considered  redefining  the  active 
universe  to  include  households  certified 
eligible  to  participate  during  a  review 
period  whether  or  not  they  availed 
themselves  of  that  opportunity.  The 
Department  believes,  however,  that 
households  who  decide  not  to 
participate  may  do  so  because  of  a 
change  in  their  circumstances  which 
reduces  their  need  for  assistance.  Rather 
than  measuring  a  potential  loss  and 
artificially  inflating  the  allotment  error 
rate  in  such  cases,  the  proposed 
regulations  continue  to  exclude  non¬ 
participating  households  from  the  active 
universe. 

The  remaining  exclusions  from  the 
active  universe  are  generally  continued 
from  previous  FNS  Instructions.  The 
proposed  regulations  exclude: 
households  in  which  all  members  die  or 
move  out  of  the  State  prior  to  the  quality 
control  review  because  of  the 
requirement  for  a  personal  interview; 
households  who  received  benefits  by  a 
disaster  of  60-day  continuation 
certification;  households  under 
investigation  for  Federal  or  State  benefit 
program  fraud,  including  households 
with  pending  fraud  hearings,  in  order  to 
avoid  jeopardizing  an  ongoing 
investigation;  households  appealing  a 
Notice  of  Adverse  Action  when  the 
review  date  falls  within  the  time  period 
covered  by  continued  participation 
pending  the  hearing  since  the  basis  of 
the  household's  participation  is  known 
to  be  in  contention;  and  households 
receiving  restored  benefits  in 
accordance  with  §  273.17  of  Food  Stamp 
Program  Regulations,  but  who  were 
otherwise  ineligible. 

The  proposed  regulations  define  the 
negative  universe  to  include  households 
whose  application  for  food  stamps  was 
denied  or  whose  certification  was 
terminated  during  the  review  period.  It 
excludes  those  which  were  closed  due 


to  the  expiration  of  the  certification 
period,  those  which  withdrew  a  signed 
application  prior  to  the  State  agency’s 
determination,  those  which  were  under 
investigation  for  fraud,  and  those  in 
which,  at  the  time  of*the  review,  all 
household  members  had  died  or  moved 
out  of  State.  The  definition  of  a  negative 
action  does  not  include  actions  taken  to 
change  a  household's  food  stamp 
classification  from  nonassistance  to 
public  assistance  or  vice  versa. 

Frame.  A  frame  is  a  list  of  all  units 
from  which  a  sample  is  actually 
selected.  The  choice  of  a  sampling  frame 
depends  upon  the  criteria  of  timeliness, 
completeness,  accuracy,  and 
administrative  burden.  It  may  take  a 
number  of  physical  forms,  including  lists 
of  redeemed  ATPs,  mail  issuance 
records,  or  computer  files  of  certified 
households.  The  regulations  propose 
that  States  electing  to  use  a  list  of 
certified  households  to  select  the  active 
sample  must  exclude  those  households 
which  do  not  participate  and  must 
supplement  it  with  those  households 
which  are  certified  eligible  after  the 
frame  has  been  compiled  and 
participate  during  the  sample  month. 

The  content  of  the  frame  is  intended 
to  equal  or  approximate  the  universe 
definitions  described  above.  Complete 
coverage  must  be  assured  so  that  every 
household  subject  to  quality  control 
review  has  a  known  (non-zero)  chance 
of  being  selected  for  the  sample.  Failure 
to  ensure  complete  coverage  can 
introduce  a  systematic  bias  into  the 
sample  results. 

A  frame  may  also  include  cases  for 
which  information  is  not  desired,  e.g., 
households  which  have  been  certified 
but  did  not  actually  participate  during 
the  reporting  period,  active  households 
selected  more  than  once  during  the 
reporting  period,  or  households 
incorrectly  listed  in  the  frame.  When 
such  cases  cannot  be  eliminated  from 
the  frame  beforehand  and  are  selected 
for  the  sample,  the  proposed  regulations 
require  that  they  be  reported  as  not 
subject  to  review. 

The  Department  believes  that  the 
details  of  frame  construction  are  best 
addressed  within  the  administrative 
structures  of  each  State  agency.  The 
proposed  regulations  specify  that  the 
documentation  of  the  active  and 
negative  sample  frames  composition  and 
construction  must  be  available  for 
review  by  FNS.  Furthermore,  the 
sampling  plan  submitted  to  FNS  for 
approval  must  include  a  complete 
description  of  the  sampling  frames, 
including  the  source  of  the  lists,  their 
accuracy  and  completeness,  their  form 
and  structure,  the  frequency  of  updating. 


the  proportion  of  cases  listed  in  error  or 
not  subject  to  review,  and  methods  for 
deleting  unnecessary  listings. 

Sample  size.  The  proposed  sample 
sizes  contained  in  these  regulations  are 
based  upon  considerations  of  the 
precision  required  to  plan  corrective 
action  and  to  determine  the  States' 
eligibility  for  additional  administrative 
matching  funds  balanced  by  the 
administrative  feasibility  of  completing 
the  requisite  number  of  sample  reviews. 

Under  the  current  quality  control 
procedures,  a  State's  semiannual  sample 
size  from  the  active  universe  is 
determined  by  the  estimated  size  of  its 
monthly  participating  caseload.  The 
active  sample  ranges  from  a  minimum  of 
75  reviews  to  a  maximum  of  1,200 
reviews  for  States  with  fewer  than  5,000 
monthly  participating  households  and 
more  than  40,000  monthly  participating 
households,  respectively.  This  procedure 
effectively  distributes  the  sample  so  that 
more  is  required  of  large  States  than  of 
small  States.  The  proposed  regulations 
maintain  this  aspect  of  the  current 
program  while  introducing  an  additional 
factor:  the  cumulative  allotment  error 
rate  as  defined  in  §  275.12(b)(l)(iv)  of 
the  proposed  regulations.  The  proposed 
sample  size  determination  are 
structured  so  that,  for  States  of 
approximately  equal  size,  larger  quality 
control  samples  are  required  in  States 
with  higher  error  rates. 

The  Department  is  proposing  to 
eliminate  the  current  sample  size  table 
and  substitute  a  formula  for  the 
determination  of  a  State’s  active  sample 
size.  With  the  current  table,  large  step 
increases  between  the  required  sample 
sizes  have  caused  abrupt  and 
substantial  increases  in  quality  control 
workloads.  For  example,  if  the  estimated 
caseload  increased  from  just  under 
40,000  to  slightly  over  40,000,  the 
required  sample  size  had  to  be 
increased  from  800  to  1,200  cases.  The 
revised  procedures  will  adjust  the  active 
sample  size  in  proportion  to  changes  in 
the  State’s  caseload  and  cumulative 
allotment  error  rate.  This  procedure  is 
similar  to  the  approach  taken  in  AFDC 
quality  control.  In  addition  to  smoothing 
abrupt  changes  in  the  sample  size,  it 
should  facilitate  the  coordination  and 
integration  of  sample  selection 
procedures. 

The  formula  for  computing  the  acvtive 
sample  size  was  determined  by  fitting 
an  equation  to  the  sample  sizes  of  Table 
1. 
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Table  1.— Basis  for  Determining  Semiannual  Sample  Sizes  for  Active  Cases 
[Average  Monthly  Caseload) 


Cumulative  allotment  error  rate 

Less  than 
10,000 

10,000- 

19,999 

20,000- 

29.999 

30,000- 

39.999 

40,000- 

49.999 

50,000 
and  over 

.  150 

200 

300 

500 

700 

900 

5  0-9  9 . 

.  200 

250 

400 

600 

800 

.1.000 

.  250 

300 

500 

700 

900 

1,100 

150-19.9  . 

.  300 

400 

600 

800 

1,000 

1,200 

20  0-24.9 . 

.  350 

500 

700 

900 

1,100 

1,300 

400 

600 

800 

1,000 

1,200 

1,400 

The  Department  proposes  that  the 
required  sample  size  for  States  using  a 
systematic  or  simple  random  sample 
will  be  computed  from  the  following 
equation: 

Equation  1. 

n(active) = 17.25p + 0.01725N — 110  where 
n(active)  is  the  required  active  sample 
size;  p  is  the  cumulative  allotment  error 
rate  as  defined  in  §  275.12{b)(l)(iv), 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  all 
allotments  issued  to  active  sample 
cases;  and  N  is  the  anticipated  average 
monthly  participating  caseload  subject 
to  quality  control  review  during  the 
upcoming  reporting  period. 

If  the  result  of  Equation  1  is  a  sample 
size  less  than  150  or  more  than  1,400,  the 
Department  proposes  minimum  and 
maximum  required  samples  of  150  and 
1,400,  respectively.  In  order  to  ensure 
that  very  large  States  will  be  able  to 
reduce  the  active  sample  size  with 
reductions  in  the  cumulative  allotment 
error  rate,  any  State  in  which  the 
anticipated  average  monthly 
participating  caseload  is  greater  than 
60,000  households  may  substitute 
N= 60,000  in  Equation  1. 

If  this  proposal  had  been  in  use  during 
the  July-December  1977  quality  control 
reporting  period,  the  active  sample 


The  Department  proposes  that  the 
required  sample  size  for  States  using  a 
systematic  or  simple  random  sample 
will  be  computed  from  the  following 
equation: 

Equation  2.  n(negative)  =  14.38p+0.275N-77 


would  have  been  smaller  in  36  States, 
larger  in  17,  and  unchanged  in  1.  Most 
States  would  have  experienced  a  change 
of  no  more  than  100  reviews,  minimizing 
the  proposal’s  initial  effects  on  staffing 
patterns.  The  potential  exists,  howerver, 
for  substantial  reductions  of  sample  size 
with  reductions  of  the  cumulative 
allotment  error  rate. 

The  procedures  for  determining  the 
negative  sample  size  in  the  proposed 
regulations  parallel  those  for  the  active 
sample.  Currently,  the  negative  sample 
size  is  based  on  the  estimated  number  of 
negative  actions  for  the  year  ending 
with  the  review  period.  The  samples 
range  from  75  reviews  in  States  with 
fewer  than  5,000  annual  negative  actions 
to  800  reviews  in  States  with  more  than 
27,000  annual  negative  actions.  The 
proposed  procedures  substitutes  an 
equation  for  the  sample  size  table, 
modifies  the  caseload  estimates  to  the 
number  of  monthly  negative  actions,  and 
adds  the  negative  case  error  rate 
(defined  in  §  275.13(b)(l)(iv)  of  the 
proposed  regulations)  as  another  factor 
in  line  with  the  active  sample  size 
determination. 

The  formula  for  computing  the 
negative  sample  size  was  determined  by 
fitting  an  equation  to  the  sample  sizes  of 
Table  2. 


where  n(negative)  is  the  required 
negative  sample  size;  p  is  the  negative 
case  error  rate  as  defined  in 
§  275.13(b)(l)(iv),  expressed  as  a 
percentage  of  completed  negative 


quality  control  reviews;  and  N  is  the 
anticipated  average  monthly  number  of 
negative  cases  which  are  subject  to 
quality  control  review  during  the 
upcoming  reporting  period. 

if  the  result  of  Equation  2  is  a  sample 
size  less  than  150  or  more  than  1200,  the 
Department  proposes  minimum  and 
maximum  required  samples  of  150  and 
1200,  respectively.  In  order  to  ensure 
that  large  States  will  be  able  to  reduce 
the  negative  sample  size  with  reductions 
in  the  negative  case  error  rate,  any  State 
in  which  the  anticipated  average 
monthly  number  of  negative  cases  is 
greater  than  3000  may  substitute 
N  =  3000  in  Equation  2. 

As  in  the  active  sample,  the  potential 
exists  for  substantial  reductions  of 
sample  size  with  reductions  in  the 
negative  case  error  rate,  although  the 
initial  effect  on  staff  requirements  is 
minimal.  If  the  proposed  procedure  had 
been  in  effect  during  the  july-December 
1977  quality  control  reporting  period,  the 
negative  sample  size  would  have  been 
smaller  in  43  States,  larger  in  10,  and 
unchanged  in  1. 

The  State’s  determination  of  an 
appropriate  sample  size  from  the  active 
and  negative  universes  requires  an 
estimate  of  the  monthly  number  of 
active  or  negative  cases  subject  to 
quality  control  review.  Since  the 
average  monthly  number  of  cases  must 
be  estimated  at  the  beginning  of  each 
reporting  period,  unanticipated  changes 
in  the  size  of  each  universe  could  result 
in  the  need  for  adjustments  to  the 
sample  size.  Excessive  oversampling  or 
undersampling  may  be  corrected  during 
a  reporting  period  provided  that  the 
corrections  introduce  no  bias  to  the 
sample  data.  Procedures  for  making 
such  corrections  will  be  included  in 
forthcoming  FNS  Handbooks. 

The  Department  recognizes  the 
difficulty  of  accurately  predicting 
caseloads.  The  proposed  regulations 
contain  a  provision  to  account  for  this 
uncertainty.  States  would  not  be 
penalized  if  the  actual  caseload  during  a 
reporting  period  is  less  than  20  percent 
larger  than  the  estimated  caseload  used 
to  determine  the  semiannual  sample 
size.  (“Actual  caseload"  may  refer  to 
caseload  estimates  based  on  data 
collected  during  the  course  of  a 
reporting  period).  If  the  actual  caseload 
is  more  than  20  percent  larger  than  the 
estimated  caseload,  the  larger  sample 
size  appropriate  for  the  actual  caseload 
would  be  used  in  computing  the  sample 
completion  rate. 

The  cumulative  allotment  error  rate 
and  the  negative  case  error  rate  needed 
to  determine  the  active  and  negative 
sample  sizes  would  be  those  reported  in 


Table  2. — Basis  for  Determining  Semiannual  Sample  Sizes  for  Negative  Cases 
[Average  Monthly  Cases] 


Negative  case  error  rate 

Less  than 
500 

500- 

999 

1,000- 

1,499 

1,500- 

1,999 

2.000- 

2,499 

2,500  and 
over 

Less  than  5.0 _ 

150 

200 

300 

400 

500 

700 

5  0-9  9 . 

200 

250 

350 

450 

600 

800 

10  0-14.9 . . . 

250 

300 

400 

500 

700 

900 

15.0-19.9 . 

300 

350 

450 

600 

800 

1,000 

20.0-24.9 . 

350 

400 

500 

700 

900 

1,100 

25.0  and  over . 

400 

450 

550 

800 

1,000 

1,200 
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the  most  recently  completed  quality 
control  sample.  Since  review  activity 
would  almost  certainly  extend  beyond 
the  end  of  each  reporting  period,  die 
error  rate  from  the  immediately 
preceding  reporting  period  may  not  be 
available  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the 
next  period.  Consequently,  for  any 
October-March  reporting  period,  error 
rates  would  come  from  the  previous 
October-March  period;  for  any  April- 
September  reporting  period,  error  rates 
would  come  from  the  previous  April- 
September  period. 

Equations  1  and  2  yield  the  minimum 
number  of  active  or  negative  cases 
subject  to  review  which  must  be 
selected  each  six-month  reporting 
period.  They  are  based  on  an 
assumption  that  most  States  will  use  a 
systematic  or  simple  random  sample. 
Some  States  may  be  able  to  obtain 
results  of  equivalent  statistical 
reliability  with  a  smaller  sample  in 
conjunction  with  an  appropriate  sample 
design.  The  Department  proposes  to  give 
States  this  option,  subject  to  FNS 
approval.  To  receive  this  approval, 
proposals  of  sample  designs  other  than 
systematic  or  simple  random  sampling 
must  provide  population  estimates  with 
equivalent  or  better  precision  than 
would  be  obtained  by  a  simple  random 
design  with  the  specified  sample  size 
from  Equations  1  or  2. 

To  implement  these  proposals,  the 
Department  proposes  to  base  the  initial 
quality  control  sample  sizes  on  reported 
error  rates  from  the  January-June  1978 
reporting  period  until  more  current  data 
are  available.  The  cumulative  allotment 
error  rate  would  be  defined  for  this 
purpose  as  the  sum  of  the  absolute 
values  of  the  basic  program  ineligibility, 
overissuance,  and  underissuance  bonus 
dollar  error  rates  as  reported  to  FNS  on 
Forms  FNS-247-1  and  FNS-247-2.  The 
basic  program  ineligibility  error  rate 
would  include  the  value  of  bonus  dollars 
issued  to  households  which  do  not  meet 
basic  financial  and  other  program 
eligibility  criteria  but  would  exclude 
work  registration  and  procedural  errors. 
The  negative  case  error  rate  would  be 
defined  as  the  proportion  of  invalid 
decisions,  excluding  those  attributable 
to  procedural  errors,  as  reported  to  FNS 
on  Forms  FNS-247-1  and  FNS-247-3. 
These  would  serve  as  close 
approximations  to  the  definitions  in 
§  275.12(b)(l)(iv)  and  §  275.13(b)(l)(iv)  of 
these  proposed  regulations. 

Sample  selection.  Although  the 
quality  control  samples  cover  a  six- 
month  period,  sample  cases  are  selected 
separately  from  the  active  and  negative 
frames  each  month.  Substitutes  are  not 
acceptable  once  a  household  has  been 


identified  for  inclusion  in  the  sample  by 
a  predesigned  probability  sampling 
procedure. 

A  quality  control  review  is  most 
effective  and  most  accurate  when  made 
soon  after  the  review  date.  When 
reviews  are  deferred  for  long  periods  of 
time,  information  is  frequently  more 
difficult  or  more  time-consuming  to 
obtain.  In  some  instances,  e.g.,  when 
households  in  migrant  labor  areas 
cannot  be  located  or  when  households 
entered  the  program  during  a  strike  and 
are  no  longer  willing  to  give  information, 
the  review  may  be  impossible.  If 
reviews  are  to  be  made  as  early  as 
possible,  the  selection  of  sample  cases 
must  also  be  made  promptly.  The 
Department  has  proposed  that  this 
selection  should  be  made  no  later  than 
the  15th  day  of  the  month  following  the 
sample  month. 

The  use  of  supplemental  lists  of  cases 
may  expedite  the  sample  selection 
process.  For  example,  a  segment  of  the 
monthly  frame  or  list  might  be  created 
early  in  the  sample  month,  and  sample 
cases  could  be  selected  and  reviewed 
almost  immediately.  At  the  end  of  the 
month,  the  frame  would  be  extended  by 
adding  those  households  not  included  in 
the  earlier  segment,  and  the  selection  of 
sample  cases  would  be  continued. 

Sample  completion.  A  potential 
source  of  bias  lies  in  cases  for  which 
required  reviews  are  not  completed 
because,  for  example,  the  household 
could  not  be  located  or  was  unwilling  to 
supply  the  necessary  information.  If  the 
number  of  non-responses  is  small,  any 
resulting  bias  would  also  probably  be 
small.  If  the  number  of  such  cases  is 
large,  however,  a  considerable  bias  may 
be  introduced,  and  there  is  no  assurance 
that  conclusions  drawn  from  the  sample 
apply  to  the  total  caseload.  To  minimize 
the  potential  bias  from  nonresponse, 
these  regulations  propose  a  completion 
standard  of  95  percent  of  both  the  active 
and  negative  quality  control  samples. 
This  percentage  is  the  ratio  of  the 
number  of  completed  reviews  to  the 
number  of  cases  selected  subject  to 
review  or  to  the  minimum  number  of 
cases  subject  to  review  computed  from 
the  sample  size  equations,  whichever  is 
larger.  This  completion  standard  will  be 
applied  separately  to  the  active  and 
negative  samples.  A  State's  entitlement 
to  the  increased  Federal  share  of 
administrative  costs  under  §  275.26(c)  of 
the  proposed  regulations  would  depend 
on  the  satisfactory  completion  of  at  least 
95  percent  of  the  required  active  case 
reviews. 

Reporting  requirements.  In  preparing 
these  proposed  regulations,  the 
Department  examined  the  current 


quality  control  reporting  burden  and 
explored  several  means  of  reducing  data 
submission  requirements  that  would  still 
ensure  access  to  necessary  management 
information.  The  Department  currently 
requires  a  monthly  status  report  (Form 
FNS-248),  a  subsample  of  the  basic 
worksheets  and  coding  documents 
(Form  FNS-245),  and  a  semiannual 
summary  report  of  the  quality  control 
results  (Forms  FNS-247),  from  each 
State  agency.  The  proposed  regulations 
would  eliminate  the  preparation  and 
submission  of  Forms  FNS-247  and  FNS- 
248  by  requiring  States  to  submit  the 
edited  results  of  all  quality  control 
reviews  as  coded  on  the  Data  Sheet  of 
Form  FNS-245.  These  data  would  be 
submitted  to  FNS  on  a  machine- 
readable  medium  (i.e.,  magnetic  tape  or 
punched  cards)  in  a  format  to  be 
specified  in  forthcoming  FNS 
Instructions.  The  proposed  regulations 
maintain  the  current  90  day  reporting 
deadline.  To  ensure  timely  submission, 
data  received  by  FNS  more  than  90  days 
after  the  end  of  a  reporting  period  will 
not  be  processed  and  will  not  be 
included  in  the  State's  completed  quality 
control  sample,  thus  resulting  in  a  lower 
completion  rate. 

Review  of  Active  Cases 

Review  date.  A  sample  of  households 
which  participated  in  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  during  the  sample  month  will 
be  selected  for  QC  review.  The 
Department  proposes  to  continue  using 
as  the  review  date  for  active  cases  the 
first  day  of  the  sample  month  or  the  day 
of  certification,  whichever  is  later. 
Retention  of  this  review  date  will  enable 
quality  control  to  gather  information 
about  the  cases  reviewed  both  at  the 
time  of  certification  and  subsequent  to 
certification. 

Review  process.  Most  of  the  actual 
review  process,  i.e.,  the  case  record 
review,  interview  with  the  participant, 
verification  of  information,  using 
secondary  sources  where  necessary  and 
the  determination  of  eligibility  and  • 
correctness  of  basis  of  issuance,  is 
essentially  unchanged  and  has  been 
included  in  the  regulations  as  it 
currently  exists  in  FNS  Handbooks.  As 
proposed,  the  reviewer  will  examine 
and  verify,  as  of  the  review  date,  all 
elements  of  eligibility  specified  in  Part 
273  of  the  new  regulations.  The  reviewer 
will  follow  the  certification  policy  on 
income  averaging  as  defined  in 
§  273.10(C)(3).  When  evaluating  what 
information  to  use  for  the  sample  month 
relative  to  income,  changes  in  household 
composition,  changes  in  residence  and 
shelter  cost,  and  resources,  the  reviewer 
will  follow  closely  the  requirements  on 


21516 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  44,  No.  70  /  Tuesday,  April  10,  1979  /  Proposed  Rules 


reporting,  sending  a  Notice  of  Adverse 
Action  and  State  agency  action  taken  to 
effect  a  change  as  outlined  in  §  273.12 
and  §  273.13. 

There  is  a  significant  change  in  the 
proposed  handling  of  PA  income  which 
the  reviewer  finds  to  be  incorrect  in  the 
review  month.  Under  the  former 
regulations  households  in  which  all 
members  were  included  in  a  federaly 
aided  public  assistance  or  general 
assistance  grant  were  considered 
categorically  eligible  for  food  stamp 
benefits.  Specifically  this  meant  that,  if 
otherwise  eligible  (relative  to  non- 
financial  eligibility  criteria j,  these 
households  were  eligibile  to  participate 
in  the  program  without  regard  to  the 
income  and  resources  of  the  household 
members. 

The  quality  control  review  of  PA  food 
stamp  households  was  made  within  the 
constraints  of  categorical  eligibility.  If 
the  QC  reviewer  found  a  PA  house  hold 
in  which  income  or  resources  exceeded 
the  allowable  standards  but  the 
household  was  otherwise  eligible,  then 
no  eligibility  error  was  coded.  The  QC 
reviewer  computed  the  basis  of  issuance 
using  the  household's  income,  including 
PA  income,  as  received.  The  amount  of 
the  PA  grant  was  not  questioned  since 
the  reviewer  could  not  question  the 
financial  eligibility  of  the  PA  case. 

Under  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977 
categorical  eligibility  of  PA  households 
is  abolished  and  these  households  are 
required  to  met  all  the  eligibility 
requirements  that  nonassistance 
households  must  meet.  Now  that  quality 
control  can  review  all  the  financial 
aspects  of  a  PA  case  the  amount  of  the 
PA  grant  is  no  longer  inviolate.  The  QC 
reviewer  will  have  information 
available,  for  example  the  existence  of 
unreported  earned  income,  that  should 
affect  the  size  of  the  PA  payment.  The 
Department  is  proposing  that  food 
stamp  quality  control  reflect  food  stamp 
basis  of  issuance  by  taking  into  account 
the  difference  between  the  level  of 
benefits  acutually  provided  and  the 
level  of  benefits  that  would  have  been 
provided  if  the  income  had  been  fully 
known  and  the  PA  grant  had  been 
computed  at  the  correct  level. 

This  proposal  reflects  the 
Department’s  firm  intent  to  cooperate  in 
the  ultimate  integration  of  the  public 
assistance  and  food  stamp  QC  systems, 
including  determining  error  rates  jointly. 
As  a  first  step  the  Department  is 
proposing  this  approach  relative  to 
income  determination.  The  Department 
is  moving  toward  a  total  integration  of 
the  review  of  all  other  eligibility  aspects 
of  the  two  programs. 


This  proposal  also  reflects  a  concern 
with  “overcounting’ '  errors  in  PA  food 
stamp  cases;  i.e.,  using  an  error  in  a  PA 
payment  to  determine  the  degree  of 
error  existing  in  the  food  stamp  case.  If 
the  same  PA  error  is  coded  in  the  PA 
portion  of  the  case  then  one  program’s 
error  could  be  used  for  two  claims 
against  the  household. 

In  making  this  proposal,  the 
Department  considered  three  possible 
ways  the  food  stamp  reviewer  could 
obtain  the  correct  PA  grant.  First,  States 
may  consolidate  PA  and  food  stamp 
quality  control  sample  selection  and 
review  procedures.  To  take  advantage 
of  the  overlaps  between  the  PA  and 
food  stamp  recipient  populations,  a 
sample  of  cases  which  participate  in 
several  programs  is  selected  and 
reviewed  simultaneously  for  each 
program.  The  PA  grant  may  be 
recomputed  during  the  course  of  the 
joint  review. 

A  number  of  States  have  developed 
an  integrated  sample  design  and 
conduct  joint  AFDC  and  food  stamp 
quality  control  reviews.  The  current 
procedures  to  identify  households  for 
joint  review,  however,  would  not  be 
sufficent  to  identify  all  households 
receiving  a  PA  grant.  Generally,  the 
households  identified  for  joint  review 
are  limited  to  those  in  which  every 
member  of  the  food  stamp  household  is 
included  in  the  PA  grant  or  those  in 
which  the  food  stamp  and  PA  household 
head  are  identical.  Mixed  households 
(those  in  which  some  but  not  all 
members  of  the  food  stamp  household 
are  receiving  a  PA  grant)  may  not  be 
identified  by  either  of  these  procedures. 
Because  the  proposed  recomputation 
procedures  apply  to  every  PA  grant  in 
error,  States  would  have  to  develop  a 
means  of  identifying  households  which 
receive  PA  grants. 

Second,  the  food  stamp  QC  reviewer 
could  compute  the  PA  grant  first  and 
then  compute  the  food  stamp  benefits; 
this  assumes  all  food  stamp  QC 
reviewers  know  both  programs  well  and 
are  prepared  to  be  multiprogram 
reviewers. 

Third,  the  QC  reviewer  could  send  the 
case  to  an  AFDC  QC  reviewer  or 
eligibilty  worker,  request  a 
recomputation  of  the  grant  and  a  return 
of  the  case  record.  If  this  method  is  used 
the  State  would  have  to  ensure  that  a 
minimum  amount  of  time  is  lost  in  the 
transferring  back  and  forth  of  the  record 
and  that  the  AFDC  staff  cooperate  fully 
with  the  food  stamp  QC  reviewer. 

Of  these  three  possibilities,  it  is  the 
Department’s  opinion  that  the  first  is  the 
most  feasible  administratively.  Unless  a 
State  is  consolidating  PA  and  food 


stamp  QC  sample  selection  and  review 
procedures,  recomputation  of  the  PA 
grant  does  present  some  problems.  The 
recommendation  of  the  PA  grant  for 
food  stamp  QC  purposes  would  thus  be 
greatly  facilitated  by  this  consolidation. 
The  Department  is  seeking  comments  on 
how  States  plan  to  obtain  the  corrected 
PA  income  figure. 

The  household  case  record  review 
continues  to  consist  of  an  analysis  of  the 
household’s  case  record,  completion  of 
the  case  record  sections  of  Form  FNS- 
245  and  planning  the  field  investigation. 
As  proposed,  the  reviewer  will  continue 
to  conduct  a  field  investigation  for  all 
active  cases  selected  in  the  sample;  the 
field  investigation  will  include 
interviews  with  the  head  of  household, 
spouse,  authorized  representative,  or 
any  other  responsible  household 
member,  and  contact  with  collateral 
sources  of  information.  Relative  to  the 
personal  interview,  the  Department 
proposes  that  the  reviewer  notify  the 
participant  prior  to  making  the  home 
visit.  This  would  avoid  causing  any 
inconvience  to  the  participant  and 
would  ensure  that  the  participant  is  at 
home  when  the  home  visit  is  made.  The 
Department  feels  that  due  to  the  scope 
and  importance  of  the  interview  with 
the  participant  the  interview  cannot  be 
accomplished  by  phone. 

The  Department  is  proposing  to  allow 
an  exception  for  the  field  investigation 
requirements  in  those  parts  of  Alaska 
considered  inaccessible  during  some 
seasons,  if  it  is  impossible  due  to 
geography  and  weather,  to  conduct  a 
field  investigation.  In  such  cases,  the 
reviewer  would  be  required  to  provide 
justification. 

As  proposed,  when  adequate 
verification  is  not  available  from  the 
participant  the  reviewer  will  obtain 
verification  from  collateral  contacts  and 
document  all  verification  thoroughly. 

The  Department  is  concerned  that 
participant  information  be  treated  as 
fairly  and  objectively  as  possible;  if 
collateral  verification  differs  from  that 
given  by  the  participant,  then  the 
Department  is  proposing  that  the 
differences  be  resolved  by  the  State 
agency  prior  to  corrective  action  being 
taken.  The  Department  does  not  want  to 
lengthen  the  completion  time  for  a 
review,  but  it  does  want  to  give  the 
participant  and  the  State  an  opportunity 
to  resolve  conflicting  information  and,  if 
possible,  to  do  so  before  an  error  is 
reflected  in  the  cumulative  allotment 
error  rates.  If,  prior  to  the  end  of  the 
reporting  period,  the  QC  information  is 
found  to  be  incorrect,  then  no  error  or  an 
error  in  a  different  amount  would  be 
reflected  in  the  error  rates.  If  the  QC 
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information  is  not  disproven,  then  that 
information  and  the  resultant  error 
would  be  reflected  as  originally  reported 
by  the  QC  reviewer. 

The  question  of  who  should  resolve 
the  conflicting  information,  the  eligibility 
worker  or  the  QC  reviewer,  is  left  to  the 
States'  option  in  this  proposal.  The 
Department  realizes  that  this  proposal 
could  impact  on  staff  time  and 
utilization  and  consequently  is 
requesting  comments  on  how  the  States 
think  this  could  best  be  handled. 

Identification  of  errors.  There  have 
been  substantial  changes  in  this  area 
and  the  Department  has  proposed 
several  new  concepts  relative  to  the 
handling  of  errors.  All  elements  which 
vary  (are  in  error)  in  error  cases  would 
be  listed  without  assigning  priorities. 
Previously,  the  QC  reviewer  has  coded 
the  primary  and  secondary  causes  of 
error  on  Form  FNS-245.  This  has  always 
introduced  the  element  of  reviewer 
judgment,  i.e.,  what  are  the  primary  and 
secondary  causes  of  errors.  With  the 
new  Act  the  primary  error  will  often  be 
impossible  to  identify  when  two  or  more 
deductions  and/or  income  elements 
vary.  The  reason  for  this  is  the 
relationship  between  child  care  and 
excess  shelter  and  income  and  excess 
shelter.  Due  to  the  $80.00  limitation  on 
the  combined  allowances  for  child  care 
and  excess  shelter  costs,  the  variance  of 
both  in  a  given  case  can  produce  various 
effects  on  net  income,  depending  upon 
the  amounts  and  directions  of  the 
variances.  The  coding  of  all  errors  will 
substantially  reduce  the  element  of 
reviewer  judgment  in  such  situations.  In 
addition,  this  approach  will  optimize  the 
use  of  State  agencies'  data  analysis 
techniques  such  as  error-prone  profiles, 
as  described  in  §  276.16,  since 
correlations  between  elements  in  error 
and  other  household  variables  can  be 
determined  and  appropriate 
preventative  or  corrective  action  taken 
based  on  reliable  information.  States 
will  be  able  to  evaluate  all  errors  in  an 
error  case  rather  than  selected  errors. 
Adoption  of  this  proposal  necessitates 
two  further  changes.  First,  the  QC 
reviewer  could  not  terminate  the  review 
when  the  case  is  found  to  be  ineligible; 
to  capture  all  error  information  the  basis 
of  issuance  computation  would  have  to 
be  completed  so  that  all  elements  in 
error  can  be  identified.  Second,  the 
determination  of  agency/participant 
responsibility  would  have  to  be  coded 
for  each  element  in  error  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  development  of  corrective 
action  through  error-prone  profile 
analysis.  The  Department  is  also 
proposing  to  allow  States  the  option  of 
designating,  for  their  own  purposes,  a 


primary  error,  if  they  have  met  the 
requirements  for  listing  all  elements  in 
error. 

Eligibility  errors.  The  Department 
proposes  to  continue  to  code  the 
occurrence  and  amount  of  an  eligibility 
error  if  the  reviewer  determines  that  an 
active  case  is  ineligible.  While  the 
Department  proposes  to  code  all  error 
elements,  if  a  case  contains  both  an 
eligibility  error  and  a  basis  of  issuance 
error  then  the  eligibility  error  would 
continue  to  take  precedence  over  basis 
of  issuance  errors  for  coding  purposes. 

Basis  of  issuance  errors.  The 
Department  is  proposing  that  if  the 
reviewer  determines  that  food  stamp 
allotments  were  either  overissued  or 
underissued  to  eligible  households  in  an 
amount  exceeding  $5.00,  then  the 
occurrence  and  amount  of  the  basis  of 
issuance  error  would  be  coded  on  the 
data  sheet  of  Form  FNS-245.  The 
establishment  of  an  individual  case 
tolerance  of  $5.00  for  use  in  determining 
when  a  basis  of  issuance  error  exists  in 
reviewed  cases  was  predicated  on 
changes  contained  in  the  new  Act.  With 
the  elimination  of  the  purchase 
requirement  by  the  new  Act,  the  amount 
of  bonus  issued  to  a  household  will  be 
determined  by  subtracting  a  constant 
percentage  of  the  net  food  stamp  income 
from  the  total  allotment.  This  could  have 
resulted  in  a  basis  of  issuance  error 
every  time  the  certification  worker’s 
computation  differs  from  the  quality 
control  reviewer’s  even  if  the  difference 
is  as  small  as  $1.00.  In  the  past,  these 
variations  have  been  absorbed  by  the 
margins  inherent  in  the  basis  of  issuance 
tables,  which  contained  a  range  of 
$10.00  to  $30.00.  The  Department  feels 
that  the  use  of  the  $5.00  individual  case 
tolerance  will  lessen  the  impact  of  the 
elimination  of  the  basis  of  issuance 
tables  and  will  obviate  the  need  to 
expend  funds  to  correct  minor  variations 
between  the  reviewer’s  and  the 
eligibility  worker’s  allotment  figures.  In 
addition,  the  use  of  the  $5.00  individual 
case  tolerance  for  food  stamp  QC 
conforms  to  HEW  QC’s  use  of  a  $5.00 
tolerance  and  this  contributes  to  the 
further  alignment  of  the  two  QC 
systems. 

Error  analysis.  The  Department 
proposes  that  when  a  case  is  found  to  be 
in  error  the  reviewer  will  continue  to 
determine  whether  the  error  occurred  at 
the  time  of  certification  or  subsequent  to 
certification  and  whether  the.  error  was 
agency  or  participant  caused.  If 
inadequate  documentation  in  the  case 
record  results  in  the  reviewer  being 
unable  to  determine  whether  the  error 
occurred  at  the  time  of  or  subsequent  to 
certification  and/or  who  caused  it,  then 


the  Department  proposes  that  the  error  i 
be  assigned  to  the  State  agency. 

Adequate  documentation  is  clearly 
required  in  Part  273  of  the  regulations 
and  thus  lack  of  it  to  fhe  point  of 
inability  to  assign  responsibility  for 
errors  should  result  in  assignment  of 
responsibility  to  the  State  agency. 

The  Department  proposes  to  continue 
requiring  that  all  error  determinations 
be  reported  on  Form  FNS-245  and  that 
error  information  be  reported  to  the 
State  agency  for  action  on  an  individual 
case  basis. 

Active  case  error  rate.  The 
Department  is  proposing  that  the  active 
case  error  rate  continue  to  be  the 
proportion  of  active  sample  cases  which 
were  determined  to  be  ineligible  or 
which  received  an  incorrect  allotment, 
in  an  amount  exceeding  $5.00,  during  the 
sample  period.  The  cases  included  in  the 
active  case  error  rate  will  provide 
additional  data  for  the  error-prone 
profiles  and  enhance  States'  ability  to 
plan  effective  corrective  action. 

Cumulative  allotment  error  rate.  The 
Department  is  proposing  that  the 
cumulative  allotment  error  rate  include 
the  value  of  all  allotments  underissued 
or  overissued  in  those  cases  determined 
to  be  in  error  during  the  sample  month. 
This  includes  the  total  value  of  the 
allotments  overissued  in  cases  found  to 
be  ineligible.  The  Department  is 
proposing  that  certain  errors  be 
excluded  in  the  process  of  determining 
which  cases  will  be  coded  in  error  for 
the  cumulative  allotment  error  rate.  In 
order  to  closely  follow  certification 
policy  in  Part  273  the  Department 
proposes  to  exclude  from  the  cumulative 
allotment  error  rate  three  types  of  errors 
which  could  not  have  been  avoided  by 
the  eligibility  worker.  The  first  exclusion 
would  be  any  allotment  overissuance  or 
underissuance  resulting  from  variances 
in  the  household’s  gross  nonexempt 
income  where  there  is  conclusive 
documentation  (a  listing  of  what 
attempts  to  verify  were  made  and  why 
they  were  unsuccessful)  that  the 
household’s  gross  nonexempt  income 
could  not  be  verified  at  the  time  of 
certification.  This  exclusion  is  based  on 
the  certification  policy  in  §  273.2(f)(l)(i) 
which  states  "*  *  *  where  all  attempts 
to  verify  the  income  have  been 
unsuccessful  because  the  person  or 
organization  providing  the  income  has 
failed  to  cooperate  with  the  household 
and  the  State  agency,  and  all  other 
sources  of  verification  are  unavailable, 
the  eligibility  worker  shall  determine  an 
amount  to  be  used  for  certification 
purposes  based  on  the  best  available 
information."  While  the  Department 
wants  to  avoid  calling  an  error  caused 
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by  the  eligibility  worker  following  this 
policy,  it  does  want  the  reasons  for  this 
exception  to  verification  of  income  to  be 
thoroughly  documented;  if  it  is  not,  the 
Department  proposes  not  to  allow  this 
exclusion.  The  second  exclusion  would 
be  any  allotment  overissuance  or 
underissuance  resulting  from  an 
individual  being  included  as  a  member 
of  a  household  pending  verification  of 
citizenship  when  the  reviewer  finds  that 
the  individual  is  not  a  citizen  or  an 
eligible  alien.  This  exclusion  is  based  on 
the  certification  policy  in 
§  273.2(f)(2)(ii)(B)  which  states  that  “the 
member  whose  citizenship  is  in  question 
shall  be  allowed  to  participate  for  2 
months  pending  verification  of 
citizenship  if  the  household  is  otherwise 
eligible  and  efforts  are  being  made  to 
obtain  the  necessary  verification." 

The  third  exclusion  would  be  any 
allotment  over  or  underissuance  in  those 
cases  certified  under  expedited 
certification  pending  verification 
procedures,  unless  such  loss  is  a  result 
of  an  expedited  income  accounting,  . 
basis  of  issuance  computation, 
residency,  or  participant  identification 
error;  this  refers  to  the  certification 
procedures  for  handling  expedited 
service  contained  in  §  273.2(i)(4)(i).  This 
exclusion  results  in  cases  certified  under 
expedited  procedures  being  reviewed 
differently  than  cases  certified  under  ' 
standard  procedures.  This  is  based  on 
the  fact  that,  in  most  instances,  States 
will  be  precluded  from  verifying  various 
factors  of  eligibility  and  basis  of 
issuance  in  order  to  meet  the  processing 
requirements  of  expedited  service.  The 
Department  proposes  to  review  cases 
certified  under  expedited  procedures  but 
not  to  include  any  dollars  lost  in  those 
cases  in  the  cumulative  allotment  error 
rate,  provided  the  correct  certification 
procedures  were  followed. 

Identification  of  administrative 
deficiencies.  In  addition  to  the  coding  of 
eligibility  and/or  basis  of  issuance 
errrors,  the  Department  proposes  that 
any  deficiencies  in  a  case  which  do  not 
directly  contribute  to  a  dollar  loss  will 
be  identified  as  administrative 
deficiencies.  What  is  included  under 
administrative  deficiencies  has  been,  for 
the  most  part,  included  in  the  past  under 
procedural  errors  and  the  review  of 
work  registration.  Currently,  procedural 
requirements  are  subject  to  quality 
control  review.  Examples  of  what  we 
have,  in  the  past,  considered  procedural 
errors  are  overdue  subsequent 
certification,  unsigned  application  or  no 
application  on  file,  etc.  If  one  or  more  of 
these  procedural  errors  occurred  and 
there  were  no  other  eligibility  errors  in 
the  case,  the  case  was  reported 


ineligible  and  a  bonus  dollar  loss  was 
reflected.  Since  eligibility  errors  always 
take  precedence  over  basis  of  issuance 
errors  a  case  with  both  a  procedural 
error  and  a  basis  of  issuance  error 
would  have  been  coded  ineligible  based 
on  the  procedural  error.  The  review  of 
work  registration  currently  encompasses 
administrative  or  procedural 
requirements  as  well  as  program 
eligibility  standards.  The  eligibility 
standards  relative  to  work  registration 
which  are  required  by  the  new 
legislation  are  that  each  household 
member  who  is  not  exempt,  as  defined 
in  §  273.7(b),  must:  (1)  Register  for 
employment  at  the  time  of  application 
and  once  every  6  months  after  initial 
registration;  (2)  report  for  requested 
interview  at  the  State  employment 
office;  (3)  respond  to  a  request  from  the 
employment  office  for  supplemental 
information;  (4)  report  to  an  employer  to 
whom  referred  by  the  State  employment 
office;  (5)  accept  a  bonafide  offer  of 
suitable  employment;  and  (6)  not 
voluntarily  quit  suitable  employment  to 
which  referred  by  the  State  employment 
office.  In  addition  to  these  standards 
there  are  some  inherent  administrative 
requirements  that  the  eligibility  worker 
must  meet  such  as:  (1)  Ensuring  that  a 
work  registration  form  is  on  file  in  the 
case  record  or  office  when  required;  (2) 
ensuring  that  all  exempt  household 
members  are  fully  aware  of  their 
responsibilities  to  report  any  change  in 
their  status;  (3)  correctly  determining  if 
any  household  members  meet  any  of  the 
exemptions,  etc.  Under  the  current 
procedures  when  an  error  occurs  in 
either  eligibility  or  administrative  work 
registration  requirements  the  case  is 
reported  as  ineligible  and  a  dollar  loss 
recorded. 

The  Department  is  proposing  to 
continue  reviewing  both  procedural  and 
administrative  work  registration 
requirements  under  the  quality  control 
system  but  to  report  them  as 
administrative  deficiencies  rather  than 
reflecting  them  as  errors  in  eligibility 
with  a  corresponding  dollar  loss.  This 
proposal  recognizes  that  the  tolerance 
limit  set  by  the  Act  is  much  more  rigid 
than  the  existing  standard.  The  current 
tolerance  limits  described  in 
FNS(FS)Handbook  302  apply  to 
incidences  of  cases  in  error  and  the 
limits  are  applied  separately  to 
eligibility,  overchanges,  underchanges, 
overissuances  and  underissuances.  The 
limits  are  set  at  3  percent  for  eligibility 
errors  and  5  percent  for  each  type  of 
basis  of  issuance  error.  The  new 
legislation  establishes  that  the  tolerance 
limit  apply  to  the  dollar  value  of 
allotments  issued  in  error  with  the  limit 


being  set  at  less  than  5  percent  for  the 
dollar  value  of  all  combined  allotment 
error  rates.  The  Department’s  proposal 
also  clearly  meets  the  intent  of 
Congress.  As  stated  in  the  House 
Report,  the  Committee  does  not  expect 
“the  Secretary  or  the  States  artificially 
to  increase  error  rates  by  including 
errors  associated  with  administrative 
complexities  or  procedures,  such  as  lack 
of  a  work  registration  card  in  a  file  or 
the  need  for  a  signature  or  some  minor 
item  on  a  particular  form,  none  of  which 
may  have  any  impact  on  allotments.” 
(Report  No.  95-464  on  H.R.  7940.  June  24. 
1977,  p.  363).  Although  the  Department 
does  not  want  to  “artificially  increase" 
the  error  rate,  especially  considering  the 
more  rigid  tolerance  limit,  it  does  want 
to  continue  collecting  and  reporting 
statistically  reliable  data  by  which  to 
measure  compliance  with  important 
administrative  standards.  The  reporting 
of  administrative  deficiencies,  rather 
than  eligibility  errors  (due  to 
administrative  causes)  and  attaching  no 
dollar  loss,  accomplishes  this  goal. 

To  provide  better  guidance  to  the 
State  agencies  and  to  accurately  reflect 
requirements  in  the  new  act.  the 
Department  has  proposed  to  include 
additional  examples  of  administrative 
deficiencies,  such  as  insufficient 
documentation,  inadequate. verification 
of  those  elements  required  to  be  verified 
in  Part  273,  excessive  verification  and 
inadequate  documentation  of  each 
household  member’s  work  registration 
status.  The  Department  is  also  proposing 
to  include  as  administrative  deficiencies 
the  incidence  of  the  errors  excluded 
from  the  cumulative  allotment  error  rate 
as  described  above  in  the  preamble. 
These  errors  which  could  not  have  been 
avoided  by  the  eligibility  worker  and 
are  thus  administrative  in  nature. 
However,  the  Department  feels  that 
State  agencies  should  have  this 
information  so  they  can  be  sensitive  to 
problems  in  these  areas.  The 
Department  is  proposing  that  all 
information  on  administrative 
deficiencies  be  reported  to  the  State 
agency  for  action  on  an  individual  case 
basis.  In  addition,  the  Department  is 
considering  setting  limits  on  the  level  of 
occurrence  of  certain  specific 
administrative  deficiencies,  such  as  lack 
of  work  registration  form  on  file  or 
overdue  recertifications.  Ideas  and 
comments  are  solicited  regarding  this 
issue. 

Identification  of  discrepancies.  The 
Department  proposes  to  continue  to 
identify  as  a  discrepancy  that  part  of  a 
variance  between  the  eligibility 
worker’s  and  the  reviewer’s  figures 
which  results  from  a  change  after  the 
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review  date.  In  addition,  the  Department 
is  proposing  that  this  information  be 
reported  to  the  State  agency  for 
appropriate  action  on  an  individual  case 
basis. 

Disposition  of  case  reviews.  The 
Department  proposes  to  continue  to 
require  that  each  case  in  the  sample  of 
active  cases  be  accounted  for  by 
classifying  it  as  completed,  not 
completed,  or  not  subject  to  review. 
Situations  when  cases  will  be  reported 
as  not  completed  would  remain 
unchanged  with  one  exception.  The 
reviewer  would  no  longer  code  the  case 
as  incomplete  if  the  household  moves  to 
another  project  area  within  the  State; 
the  Department  proposes  in  that 
instance  that  the  review  be  completed.  It 
should  not  be  difficult  to  complete  a 
case  review  if  a  participant  moves 
within  the  State  and  this  will  increase 
the  chance  of  the  State  attaining  a  high 
completion  rate. 

The  list  of  situations  when  a  case  is 
not  subject  to  review  is  basically 
unchanged  with  one  exception.  The 
Department  is  proposing  to  review  cases 
in  which  there  is  a  Notice  of  Adverse 
Action  to  reduce  or  terminate  program 
benefits  if  the  review  date  falls  within 
the  time  period  covered  by  such  notice; 
currently  these  cases  are  not  subject  to 
review.  It  is  the  Department’s  opinion 
that  these  cases  can  be  reviewed;  the 
reviewer  would  simply  take  into 
acccount  the  time  periods  for  reporting, 
sending  a  Notice  of  Adverse  Action,  and 
State  agency  action.  In  addition,  to 
avoid  reviewing  a  case  under 
investigation  for  any  program  fraud  or  a 
household  which  has  a  pending  fraud 
hearing,  the  Department  is  proposing 
that  a  case  is  not  subject  to  review  if,  at 
the  time  of  the  review,  the  household  is 
under  investigation  for  Federal  or  State 
benefit  program  fraud  or  has  a  fraud 
hearing  pending;  currently  this  is  limited 
to  food  stamp  or  public  assistance  fraud. 

Review  of  Negative  Cases 

Review  date.  The  Department 
proposes  that  the  review  date  for 
negative  cases  continues  to  be  the  date 
of  the  agency’s  decision  to  deny  or 
terminate  benefits. 

Review  process.  Currently,  the  review 
of  negative  cases  is  limited  to 
determining:  (1)  The  correctness  of  the 
stated  reason  for  denial  or  termination; 
and  (2)  whether  a  Notice  of  Adverse 
Action  was  sent.  When  a  determination 
relative  to  the  correctness  of  the  reason 
for  denial  or  termination  cannot  be 
made  from  a  review  of  the  case  record 
or  a  collateral  contact,  a  field 
investigation  is  conducted  to  obtain 
verification  from  the  household  and/or 


collateral  sources  to  determine  the 
correctness  of  the  reason  for  denial  or 
termination.  For  those  cases  in  which 
the  decision  to  deny  or  terminate  is 
found  to  be  invalid,  the  cases  are 
currently  coded  in  error.  However,  a 
determination  as  to  whether  the 
household  is,  in  fact,  eligible  or 
ineligible  for  any  other  reason  is  not 
currently  made.  The  Act  specifies  that  a 
quality  control  plan  will  indicate  the 
actions  a  State  proposes  to  take  "in 
order  to  reduce  *  *  *  the  incidence  of 
invalid  decisions  in  *  *  *  denying 
eligibility.”  The  Department  wants  a 
quantitative  measure  of  service  delivery 
to  participants,  as  well  as  information 
for  the  development  of  error  prone 
profiles.  Consistent  with  this,  the 
Department  proposes  to  expand  the 
review  of  negative  actions  to  give 
negative  cases  equal  status  with  active 
cases  in  terms  of  planning,  evaluation 
and  monitoring  effective  corrective 
actions.  For  those  households  in  which  it 
is  determined  that  the  stated  reason  for 
the  adverse  action  was  invalid,  the 
Department  proposes  that  we  go  one 
step  further  and  determine  the  actual 
status  of  the  household's  eligibility  at 
the  time  of  denial  or  termination  and,  if 
eligible,  arrive  at  the  specific  allotment 
to  which  the  household  was  entitled. 
Consistent  with  the  expansion  of  this 
review  the  Department  is  using  the  term 
“negative  case”  rather  than  "negative 
action.” 

The  Department  proposes  that  the 
review  will  consist  of  a  case  record 
review,  a  field  investigation,  if  required, 
an  analysis  of  errors,  and  a 
determination  of  the  number  of 
administrative  deficiencies  existing  in 
the  negative  case.  As  proposed,  the 
reviewer  will  examine  and  verify  the 
household’s  eligibility  or  ineligibility,  as 
of  the  review  date.  The  reviewer  will 
also  analyze  the  household’s  case 
record,  completing  the  household  case 
record  sections  of  Form  FNS-245  and 
plan  the  field  investigation  if  necessary. 
When  the  case  record  provides 
acceptable  verification  that  the 
household  is  ineligible,  a  field 
investigation  would  not  be  required.  If 
the  case  record  alone  does  not  prove 
ineligibility,  the  reviewer  may  be  able  to 
verify  the  element(s)  in  question  through 
a  phone  call  to  a  collateral  contact 
designated  in  the  case  record.  The 
Department  proposes  that  when  neither 
the  case  record  nor  a  collateral  contact 
proves  the  household’s  ineligibility,  then 
a  field  investigation  would  be  conducted 
to  determine  the  status  of  the 
household's  eligibility  at  the  time  the 
decision  to  deny  or  terminate  was  made. 
The  field  investigation  would  include  an 


interview  with  the  household  and,  if 
ineligibility  still  cannot  be  proven, 
verification  through  further  collateral 
sources  of  information.  Relative  to  the 
personal  interview  the  Department 
proposes  that  the  reviewer  notify  the 
household  prior  to  making  a  home  visit. 
This  would  avoid  causing  inconvenience 
to  the  household  and  ensure  that  the 
household  member  is  at  home  when  the 
home  visit  is  made.  As  proposed  for 
negative  cases,  the  reviewer  would 
terminate  the  field  investigation  at  any 
point  when  the  household’s  ineligibility 
is  proven.  If  ineligibility  is  not  proven 
through  a  partial  field  investigation  then 
a  full  field  investigation,  including 
examination  and  verification  of  each 
element  of  eligibility  would  be 
necessary.  The  Department  proposes 
that  for  those  households  which  were 
eligible,  a  coupon  allotment  be 
computed  based  on  the  household's 
status  at  the  time  of  the  decision.  The 
Department  feels  that  this  will  provide  a 
more  quantitative  measure  of  service 
delivery  and  provide  valuable 
information  for  data  analysis  purposes, 
such  as  error-prone  profiles. 

The  Department  does  not  anticipate 
that  this  review  will  require  the  hiring  of 
additional  quality  control  reviewers. 
While  we  would  be  expanding  the  scope 
of  the  review  where  necessary,  and 
States  will  be  required  to  reach  a  95 
percent  completion  rate  for  case 
reviews,  the  impact  of  the  expanded 
review  would  be  lessened  by  the 
proposed  reduction  in  the  required 
negative  case  sample  size.  Moreover,  it 
cannot  be  assumed  that  a  majority  of 
negative  cases  will  require  full  field 
investigations  to  prove  ineligibility  as  of 
the  review  date. 

Identification  of  errors.  The 
Department  is  proposing  substantial 
changes  in  the  area  of  when  a  negative 
case  will  be  reported  in  error.  Currently, 
an  invalid  negative  action  is  coded 
when:  (1)  The  reviewer  determines  that 
the  reason  given  by  the  agency  for 
closing  a  case  or  denying  an  application 
was  incorrect;  (2)  the  reviewer 
determines  that  the  reason  for  closure 
was  correct  but  that  the  case  was 
terminated  prior  to  issuance  or 
expiration  of  a  properly  completed 
notice  to  deny  or  terminate 
participation,  when  such  notice  is 
required,  or  prior  to  a  final  hearing 
decision;  and  (3)  the  reviewer 
determines  that  no  reason  was  given  for 
denial  or  termination  in  the  case  file,  or 
the  reason  given  is  unclear.  The 
Department  is  proposing  that  a  negative 
case  be  considered  invalid,  and  an  error 
coded,  when  the  reviewer  verifies  that  a 
household  which  was  denied  or 
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terminated  from  the  program  was,  in 
fact,  eligible  to  participate.  When  an 
error  is  coded,  the  amount  of  the 
underissuance  for  the  sample  month 
would  be  reported.  As  with  active  cases, 
this  information  would  be  reported  to 
the  State  agency  for  appropriate  action 
on  an  individual  case  basis. 

Negative  case  error  rates.  The 
Department  proposes  that  the  negative 
case  error  rate  be  the  proportion  of 
negative  sample  cases  which  were 
determined  to  have  been  eligible  at  the 
time  of  denial  or  termination  based  upon 
the  certification  policy  as  contained  in 
Part  273.  The  cases  included  in  the 
negative,  case  error  rate  will  provide 
data  for  error-prone  profiles  and  enable 
States  to  plan  effective  corrective 
aotion. 

Identification  of  administrative 
deficiencies.  In  addition  to  identifying 
errors,  the  Department  proposes  that 
administrative  deficiencies  also  be 
identifed.  This  will  allow  for  the 
identification  of  deficiencies  in 
situations  where  the  household  is 
ineligible,  for  the  stated  or  any  other 
reason,  and  consequently  there  is  no 
error  in  the  case.  Other  examples  of 
administrative  deficiencies  in  negative 
cases  would  include,  but  not  be  limited 
to,  Notice  of  Adverse  Action  not  sent, 
unsigned  application,  insufficient 
documentation,  no  application  on  file, 
etc.  This  information  would  be  reported 
to  the  State  agency  for  appropriate 
action.  As  with  active  cases,  the 
Department,  in  accordance  with  the 
intent  of  Congress  previously  described, 
wants  to  avoid  “artificially  increasing" 
the  error  rate  by  reporting  errors  due 
essentially  to  administrative 
complexities.  The  Department  does, 
however,  want  to  continue  correcting 
and  reporting  statistically  reliable  data 
by  which  to  measure  compliance  with 
important  administrative  standards. 
Designating  such  errors  as 
administrative  deficiencies 
accomplishes  this  goal. 

Disposition  of  case  reviews.  The 
Department  proposes  to  continue  to 
require  that  each  case  selected  in  the 
sample  of  negative  cases  be  accounted 
for  by  classifying  it  as  completed,  not 
completed,  or  not  subject  to  review. 
Situations  when  a  case  will  be  reported 
as  not  completed  will  remain 
unchanged.  As  an  aid  to  the  state 
reviewer,  the  Department  has  given  an 
example  of  when  it  would  be  beyond  the 
agency’s  control  to  complete  a  review, 
i.e.,  if  it  was  necessary  for  the  reviewer 
to  interview  the  household  and  the 
household  could  not  be  located  or 
refused  to  cooperate. 


The  Department  has  proposed  some 
minor  changes  to  the  list  of  situations 
when  a  negative  case  will  not  be  subject 
to  review.  Households  which  have 
refused  to  pay  a  fraud  claim  and 
negative  cases  with  no  identifiable 
application  on  file  would  now  be  subject 
to  review.  The  Department  feels  that 
there  is  no  reason  not  to  review  these 
cases  to  determine  the  status  of  the 
household’s  eligibility  as  of  the  review 
date;  dropping  these  cases  unnecessarily 
limits  the  negative  case  universe.  The 
Department  also  proposes  to  add  to 
cases  not  subject  to  review  those 
households  which  withdrew'  a  signed 
application  prior  to  the  State  agency’s 
determination.  A  voluntary  withdrawal 
would  not  require  a  denial  on  the  part  of 
the  agency.  For  the  same  reasons 
explained  under  active  cases  not  subject 
to  review,  negative  cases  will  not  be 
subject  to  review  if  the  case  is,  at  the 
time  of  the  review,  under  investigation 
for  Federal  or  State  benefit  program 
fraud;  this  statement  is  more  inclusive 
than  previously. 

Review'  Schedule 

The  Department  proposes  that  the 
current  Quality  Control  Review 
Schedule,  Form  FNS-245  continue  to  be 
used  by  the  reviewer  to  record 
information  from  the  case  record,  plan 
and  conduct  the  field  investigation,  and 
record  findings  which  contribute  to  the 
determination  of  eligibility  and  basis  of 
issuance.  As  proposed,  decisions 
reached  by  the  reviewer  will  continue  to 
be  coded  on  the  data  sheet  of  Form 
FNS-245  and  substantiated  by 
information  in  the  narrative  section  of 
this  form.  Obviously,  many  of  the 
proposed  changes  described  above  in 
the  preamble  will  impact  on  the  Form 
FNS-245.  For  example,  for  an  error  case, 
reviewers  would  list  all  elements  in 
error  and  in  both  error  and  non-error 
cases,  where  administrative  deficiencies 
occurred,  they  would  be  recorded.  Form 
FNS-245  is  currently  being  revised  and 
will  reflect  the  program  changes 
contained  in  the  new  regulations. 

Data  Analysis  and  Evaluation 

In  the  past.  Performance  Reporting 
System  Regulations  have  not  provided 
State  agencies  with  any  specific 
guidance  on  the  development  and  use  of 
a  data  analysis  and  evaluation  process. 
In  an  FNS  Handbook  more  guidance 
was  provided;  however,  State  agencies 
felt  the  requirements  for  data  analysis 
and  evaluation  were  too  detailed  and 
did  not  provide  States  with  enough 
flexibility  in  developing  a  process  best 
suited  to  their  needs.  Therefore,  the 
Department  is  proposing  in  these 


regulations  to  provide  States  with 
minimum  rquirements  thus  allowing 
flexibility  in  a  State’s  development  of 
the  process. 

Data  Management 

Analysis.  The  Department  is 
proposing  to  define  analysis  as  a 
process  of  classifying  data  in  order  to 
provide  a  basis  for  studying  the  data 
and  determining  trends  including 
significant  characteristics  and  their 
relationships.  As  proposed,  data  could 
be  classified  by  areas  of  program 
requirements  or  use  of  error-prone 
profiles. 

Error-Prone  Profiles.  An  error-prone 
profile  is  the  product  of  a  statistical 
analysis  of  quality  control  data.  Its 
objective  is  the  identification  of  clusters 
of  cases  characterized  by  particular 
caseworker,  socio-economic, 
demographic,  or  other  household  traits 
which  have  a  high  probability  of  agency 
or  participant  error.  In  its  simplest  form, 
an  error-prone  profile  is  a  description  of 
characteristics  which  are  strongly 
associated  with  errors.  With  this 
information,  attention  can  be  focused  on 
areas  where  errors  are  most  likely  to 
occur. 

Error-prone  profiles  are  useful  tools  in 
the  analysis,  interpretation,  and 
presentation  of  quality  control  data. 
Quality  control  reviews  generate 
information  about  the  frequency,  type, 
and  source  of  error  in  the  certification  of 
households  for  food  stamp  benefits.  The 
reviews  can  also  collect  socio-economic 
and  demographic  information  that 
characterizes  food  stamp  households.  By 
combining  these  two  pieces  of 
information,  groups  of  cases  or 
procedures  which  are  likely  to  be  in 
error  can  be  identified,  and  the  type  of 
error  likely  to  occur  can  be  specified. 

Although  the  combination  of 
characteristic  information  and  error 
data  distinguishes  the  error-prone 
profile  from  other  types  of  analysis,  a 
profile  is  intended  to  supplement 
existing  systems  of  quality  control  data 
analysis  and  corrective  action  planning. 
Its  value  lies  in  its  use  as  a  management 
tool  which  can  enable  more  efficient 
administration  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Program. 

Based  on  the  experience  of  several 
States  and  other  federal  agencies,  the 
Department  anticipates  that  a  number  of 
benefits  may  be  gained  from  the  use  of 
error-prone  profiles.  Corrective  actions 
based  on  such  quantitative  data 
analysis  can  reduce  the  rate  of  case  and 
allotment  error  in  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  and  help  ensure  that  benefits 
are  correctly  issued  to  eligible 
households.  Successive  and  revised 
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profiles  can  be  used  to  maintain  low 
error  rates.  Error-prone  profiles  should 
enable  more  efficient  use  of 
administrative  resources  by  directing 
those  resources  to  areas  where  they  will 
be  mpst  effective.  They  can  be  used  to 
locate  weaknesses  in  regulations, 
guidelines,  and  procedures  which 
require  revision,  special  training,  or 
additional  supervision  of  the  eligibility 
workers.  They  may  also  be  used  to 
evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  specific 
corrective  actions. 

The  proposed  regulations  require  that 
whenever  a  State  agency  prepares  an 
error-prone  profile  or  FNS  provides  one 
to  a  State,  the  State  agency  must  use  the 
error-prone  profile  as  part  of  the  data 
analysis  process  in  order  to  provide  a 
basis  for  the  formulation  and  evaluation 
of  corrective  action. 

The  Department  will  support  States  in 
the  development  of  suitable 
methodologies  for  generating  profiles.  In 
recognition  of  particularly  severe 
resource  constraints  in  some  areas,  the 
Department  intends  to  develop  a 
capability  to  generate  error-prone 
profiles  from  State-supplied  quality 
control  data.  These  profiles  would  be 
transmitted  to  State  agencies  for  their 
use  in  planning  and  implementing 
corrective  action. 

Although  quality  control  is  designed 
to  produce  Statewide  estimates  of  the 
frequency  and  cost  of  errors,  it  also  can 
provide  useful  information  about 
smaller  areas  within  the  State.  This  can 
occur,  for  example,  when  a  State’s 
caseload  and  quality  control  sample  are 
dominated  by  a  large  metropolitan  area, 
when  a  State  elects  to  modify  its  sample 
design  or  increase  its  sample  size  to 
make  more  reliable  estimates  for  local 
areas  within  the  State,  or  when  reviews 
from  several  project  areas  are  grouped 
together  for  the  purpose  of  analysis. 

To  help  ensure  that  the  quality  control 
sample  data  are  fully  analyzed,  the 
Department  proposes  to  require  that 
States  examine  review  findings  from 
project  areas  with  an  average  monthly 
participating  caseload  greater  than 
35,000  households.  This  will  not  require 
an  additional  quality  control  sample,  but 
will  entail  the  isolation  and  separate 
analysis  of  cases  which  were  selected 
from  these  projects  in  the  full  State 
sample.  The  results  of  this  analysis  will 
be  incorporated  in  the  State’s  corrective 
action  planning. 

The  Department  believes  that  this 
proposal  will  significantly  improve  the 
analysis  of  the  frequency,  type,  and 
source  of  errors  which  occur  in  large 
metropolitan  areas  with  substantial 
caseloads  and  monthly  issuances.  The 
35,000-household  threshold  will  focus 


this  effort  on  the  20-25  largest  project 
areas  which  contribute  about  40  percent 
of  the  total  monthly  caseload.  Improved 
data  analysis  and  targeted  corrective 
actions  in  these  projects  can  have  a 
major  impact  on  the  cost  of  certification 
errors. 

Evaluation.  The  Department  is 
proposing  to  define  evaluation  as  the 
process  of  determining  the  cause(s), 
magnitude,  and  geographic  extent  of 
deficiencies  in  order  to  provide  a  basis 
for  planning  and  developing  effective 
corrective  action. 

The  Department  is  proposing  to 
require  analysis  and  evaluation  at  the 
State  and  project  area  levels  of  all 
available  management  information 
sources.  As  proposed,  this  process 
would  include:  identification  of  all 
deficiencies  in  program  and  system 
operations;  identification  of  causal 
factors  and  their  relationships; 
identification  of  the  magnitude  of  each 
deficiency;  and  determination  of  the 
geographic  extent  of  each  deficiency. 
The  results  of  this  process  would 
provide  the  basis  for  management 
decisions  on  planning,  implementing, 
and  evaluating  corrective  action. 

The  Department  is  proposing  to  define 
magnitude  as  the  frequency  of  each 
deficiency  occurring  based  on  the 
number  of  program  records  reviewed 
and,  where  applicable,  the  amount  of 
loss  to  the  program  and  participants  or 
potential  participants  in  terms  of 
dollars.  In  identifying  magnitude,  as 
proposed,  the  State  agency  would 
include  an  estimate  of  the  number  of 
participants  or  potential  participants 
affected  by  the  existence  of  the 
deficiency,  if  applicable.  The 
identification  of  the  magnitude  of  each 
deficiency  will  provide  managers  with 
the  information  necessary  to  determine 
whether  the  deficiency  is  to  be 
addressed  in  the  State  or  Project  Area/ 
Management  Unit  Corrective  Action 
Plan  and  the  extent  corrective  action 
measures  are  necessary.  The  specific 
information  on  frequency  of  the 
deficiency  occurring  based  on  records 
reviewed  and  dollars  lost  will  also  aid 
managers  in  establishing  an  order  of 
priority  for  correcting  deficiencies. 

The  Department  is  proposing  to  define 
geographic  extent  of  a  deficiency  as  a 
deficiency  which  is  either  a  Statewide 
problem  or  an  individual  project  area / 
management  unit  problem.  This 
information  will  also  be  necessary  for 
managers  in  determining  whether  the 
deficiency  is  to  be  addressed  in  the 
State  or  Project  Area /Management  Unit 
Corrective  Action  Plan  and  the  extent 
corrective  action  measures  are 
necessary.  The  proposed  regulations 


(Subpart  E)  and  the  preamble  on 
Corrective  Action  explain  in  more  detail 
the  Department’s  proposal  on  what 
constitutes  a  Statewide  trend. 

The  Department  is  proposing  that 
State  agencies  utilize  all  management 
information  sources  in  the  data  analysis 
and  evaluation  process.  The  proposed 
regulations  identify  those  sources  which 
the  State  agency  would  be  required  to 
use  in  the  process.  This  list,  however,  is 
not  all  inclusive  recognizing  other 
sources  of  information  may  be  available 
to  the  State  agency.  The  use  of  all 
information  sources  available  to  the 
State  agency  will  serve  to  draw  together 
data  in  order  to  ensure  the  identification 
of  problems  in  all  areas  of  program  and 
system  operations  and  provide  a  basis 
for  determining  causes,  magnitude,  and 
geographic  extent  of  deficiencies. 

The  Department  is  proposing  that  in 
situations  where  deficiencies  are 
identified  but  sufficient  information  is 
not  available  (through  a  review  of  all 
management  information  sources)  to 
complete  the  evaluation  process  as 
required,  the  state  agency  will  be 
responsible  for  collecting  additional 
data  to  make  the  necessary 
determinations.  This  includes  situations 
when  the  actual  causal  factor(s), 
magnitude,  or  geographic  extent  of  a 
deficiency  cannot  be  determined  from 
available  management  information 
sources.  The  action  necessary  to  make 
these  determinations  may  require 
discussions  with  appropriate  officials  or 
conducting  additional  ME  reviews  (full 
or  partial)  in  one  or  more  project  areas/ 
management  units.  The  Department 
feels  this  requirement  is  necessary  to 
ensure  an  adequate  evaluation  of 
deficiencies  when  management  sources 
may  lack  sufficient  information. 

In  the  evaluation  of  data,  the 
Department  is  proposing  that 
deficiencies  be  analyzed  and  evaluated 
together  to  determine  their  causes, 
magnitude,  and  geographic  extent.  The 
Department  is  proposing  that  causes 
which  may  be  indicated  by  the  reviewer 
and  deficiencies  identified  be  examined 
to  determine  if  they  are  attributable  to  a 
single  cause  and  can  be  effectively 
eliminated  by  a  single  corrective  action. 
For  example,  the  following  deficiencies 
have  been  identified  from  available 
management  information  sources:  (1) 
Failure  to  reconcile  and  submit  accurate 
Forms  FNS-250  and  256  within  the 
required  timeframes  (reviewer  indicated 
cause — lack  of  staff);  (2)  failure  to 
process  retroactive  benefit  payments  in 
a  timely  manner  (reviewer  indicated 
cause — lack  of  training);  (3)  failure  to 
issue  ATP's  to  eligible  households 
within  required  timeframes;  and,  (4) 
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failure  to  terminate  issuance  of  ATP’s  to 
households  whose  certification  periods 
have  expired.  In  evaluating  these 
deficiencies,  a  manager  determines  that 
a  single  cause  may  link  these 
deficiencies.  Through  proper  analysis 
and  evaluation  a  determination  is  made 
that  all  four  deficiencies  have  one 
common  cause — lack  of  an  adequate 
computer  system.  In  the  first  two 
deficiencies,  the  reviewers  have 
indicated  probable  causes.  The  causes 
indicated  by  the  reviewers  may  reflect 
accurate  determinations  within  the 
limited  scope  of  the  review  or 
circumstances  in  which  the  deficiency 
was  detected.  Therefore,  the  evaluation 
of  causes  and  deficiencies  together  will 
provide  managers  with  a  method  of 
streamlining  resources  expended  and 
corrective  actions  implemented  toward 
correcting  one  common  cause  thus 
eliminating  multiple  deficiencies.  As 
proposed,  deficiencies  and  causes 
identified  would  be  compared  to  the 
results  of  past  corrective  action  to 
determine  if  the  new  problems  result 
from  causal  factors  which  contributed  to 
the  existence  of  previously  identified 
deficiencies.  This  comparison  may 
provide  for  the  development  of  a  single 
corrective  action  which  will  eliminate 
multiple  deficiencies. 

The  Department  is  proposing  that  data 
analysis  and  evaluation  be  an  ongoing 
process  which  will  result  in  the 
development  of  effective  and  prompt 
corrective  action.  As  proposed,  the 
process  would  identify  when 
deficiencies  have  been  eliminated 
through  corrective  action  and  provide 
for  the  reevaluation  of  deficiencies  and 
causes  when  a  determination  is  made 
that  corrective  action  has  not  been 
effective.  This  action  will  provide  the 
basis  for  determinations  of  when 
amendments  to  the  State  and  Project 
Area/Management  Unit  CAP'S  are 
necessary  and  when  deficiencies  can  be 
eliminated  from  the  CAP’s. 

Corrective  Action 

The  Department  is  proposing  to 
change  the  present  system  of  planning 
and  reporting  on  corrective  action  in  an 
effort  to  enable  States  to  concentrate 
resources  on  major  problems.  At 
presents.  States  are  required  to  submit 
comprehensive  corrective  action  plans 
(CAP’s)  to  FNS  every  May  1  and 
November  1.  These  plans  outline  the 
actions  States  plan  to  take  to  correct  all 
deficiencies  identified  during  the 
reporting  period  by  small  project  area 
ME  reviews,  QC  reviews,  audits  or 
investigations,  or  special  reviews 
conducted  by  FNS.  In  addition,  States 
are  required  to  submit  separate  CAP’s  in 


response  to  deficiencies  identified  by 
large  projeect  area  ME  reviews,  and 
States  are  also  required  to  submit  semi¬ 
annual  reports  on  the  progress  of 
corrective  actions  undertaken  to 
implement  previous  CAP’s.  While  this 
system  has  made  it  possible  to  monitor 
States’  efforts  1o  correct  deficiencies,  it 
has  also  resulted  in  the  periodic 
submission  of  lengthy  detailed  CAP’s 
which  largely  repeat  deficiencies  and 
proposed  corrective  actions  cited  in 
previous  plans. 

The  Department  considers  that  the 
paperwork  generated  by  the  present 
system  has  become  burdensome,  and 
the  proposed  regulations  have  been 
designed  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
paperwork  States  are  required  to  submit 
while  still  enabling  the  Department  to 
monitor  States’  corrective  action  efforts 
and  to  determine  whether  or  not 
deficiencies  are  being  corrected.  Under 
this  proposal,  there  would  be  a  two- 
tiered  system  of  corrective  action 
planning.  First,  each  State  would  submit 
a  CAP  to  FNS  for  Statewide  or  major 
deficiencies.  Secondly,  individual 
project  areas/management  units  would 
submit  CAP’s  to  the  State  agency  for 
deficiencies  which  are  isolated.  Project 
area/management  unit  plans  would  be 
maintained  at  the  State  agency,  and  the 
project  area’s/management  unit’s 
actions  would  be  monitored  by  the  State 
agency.  Therefore,  in  planning 
corrective  action  and  reporting  to  FNS, 
States  would  first  have  to  determine 
whether  a  deficiency  requires  State 
agency  action,  in  which  case  it  would  be 
included  in  the  State  CAP  monitored 
directly  by  FNS.  or  is  peculiar  to  a  given 
project  area/management  unit  and  can 
be  corrected  at  the  project  area/ 
management  unit  level,  in  which  case 
the  State  would  monitor  the  corrective 
action  but  would  not  report  it  to  FNS. 

The  Department  further  proposes  that 
the  following  deficiencies  would  require 
State  agency  action  and  would  be 
reported  in  the  State  CAP  monitored  by 
FNS.  The  Department  is  also  interested 
in  receiving  comments  addressing  these 
criteria.  (1)  States  would  report 
deficiencies  caused  directly  by  the  State 
agency.  These  could  include  such 
problems  as  inadequate  or  incorrect 
manuals,  training  materials  or 
operational  guidelines;  inadequate  State 
staff;  problems  with  a  Statewide 
computer  system;  or  problems  with  a 
Statewide  mail  issuance  system.  The 
Department  emphasizes  that  this  list  is 
intended  to  suggest  certain  types  of 
deficiencies  caused  at  the  State  level 
and  is  not  all  inclusive.  (2)  Deficiencies 
would  be  included  in  the  State  CAP  if 
they  constitute  a  Statewide  trend.  The 


Department  is  proposing  to  define  such 
deficiencies  in  two  ways.  First, 

Statewide  deficiencies  would  include 
non-casefile  related  deficiencies  (e.g., 
inadequate  security,  failure  to  conform 
to  outreach  requirements,  inadequate 
facilities,  etc.)  which  have  been 
identified  from  any  source(s)  as  existing 
at  the  same  time  in  25  percent  or  more  of 
the  State's  project  areas/management 
units  or  25  percent  or  more  of  the  local 
certification  or  issuance  offices  if  the 
State  has  only  one  FNS  designated 
project  area/management  unit. 

Secondly,  Statewide  trends  would  also 
include  casefile  related  deficiencies 
(e.g.,  application  processing,  work 
registration,  etc.)  when  such  deficiencies 
exceed  5  percent  of  the  records  sampled 
during  regular  ME  reviews  in  25  percent 
or  more  of  the  State’s  project  areas/ 
management  units  or  25  percent  or  more 
of  the  local  certification  or  issuance 
offices  if  the  State  has  only  one  FNS 
designated  project  area/management 
unit.  States  would  be  required  to  review 
constantly  the  data  sources  outlined 
under  data  management  to  determine 
exactly  when  uncorrected  deficiencies 
constitute  a  Statewide  trend.  These 
standards  have  been  selected  because, 
in  the  Department's  view,  they  would 
clearly  represent  trends  within  the  State 
but  would  exclude  from  consideration 
purely  local  or  relatively  isolated 
occurrences.  The  Department  has  found 
it  difficult  to  define  the  concept  of 
Statewide  trend  and  is  quite  interested, 
therefore,  in  receiving  State  agency 
comments  and  suggestions  concerning 
the  criteria  for  determining  trends.  The 
Department  also  solicits  comments  on 
the  subject  of  Tolerences  within  project 
areas/management  units.  Since  the  new 
corrective  action  format  is  being 
proposed  partly  to  simplify  the  process 
of  reporting  and  to  reduce  the 
paperwork  burden  on  States,  the 
Department  wishes  to  establish  a 
criterion  which  will  be  fair  to  States 
while  still  enabling  FNS  to  monitor 
widespread  problems.  (3)  Also  included 
in  State  CAP’s  would  be  the  causes  of 
overissuance  or  underissuance  of 
coupons  in  any  reporting  period  for 
which  the  State’s  cumulative  allotment 
error  rates  are  5  percent  or  more.  The 
Department  emphasizes,  however,  that 
States  would  not  be  expected  to  include 
in  the  State  CAP  those  actions  taken  in 
response  to  errors  in  individual  cases 
identified  by  QC.  This  provision 
complies  with  the  mandate  in  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1977  that  States  not 
receiving  an  increased  share  of 
administrative  costs  develop  and  submit 
a  plan  specifying  the  actions  the  State 
proposes  to  take  to  reduce  its  quality 
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control  error  rate.  (4)  Also  in  compliance 
with  the  Act,  the  Department  proposes 
to  include  in  the  State  CAP  the  causes  of 
other  errors/deficiencies  detected 
through  quality  control,  including  errors 
in  negative  cases  and  administrative 
deficiencies. 

Again,  however,  the  Department 
emphasizes  that  actions  to  correct  errors 
in  individual  cases  shall  not  be 
submitted  a  part  of  the  State  plan.  In 
both  this  area  and  in  Number  Three 
(above),  the  Department  is  concerned 
that  States  identify  and  report  in  the 
State  CAP  those  deficiencies  that 
contribute  to  a  broad  range  of  QC 
errors.  (5)  States  would  also  include 
deficiencies  identified  by  FNS  reviews 
or  by  USDA  audits  or  investigations 
(unless  they  occur  in  isolated  cases  as 
indicated  by  FNS).  (6)  Finally,  all 
patterns  of  errors  identified  in  large 
project  areas/management  units;  this 
would  except  isolated  occurrences  of 
errors  as  determined  by  the  State.  For 
example,  if  one  or  two  work  registration 
errors  were  identified  in  a  large  project 
area,  there  would  be  no  reason  to 
include  this  deficiency  in  the  State  CAP, 
since  no  real  pattern  would  exist. 

It  must  be  emphasized  that  States 
would  still  be  responsible  for  correcting 
all  deficiencies,  including  each  case 
found  to  be  in  error  by  quality  control 
reviews  and  deficiencies  which  do  not 
meet  the  above  criteria.  However,  those 
deficiencies  which  occur  only  in  isolated 
instances  and/or  are  not  causing  dollar 
losses  to  either  the  program  or 
participants  would  be  included  in 
project  area /management  unit  CAP’s. 
The  State  would  monitor  these  CAP's  to 
ensure  that  proposed  corrective  actions 
are  being  taken  and  are  being  effective, 
but  these  CAP’s  would  not  be  submitted 
to  FNS.  Rather,  they  would  be 
maintained  by  the  State  agency  and 
reviewed  by  FNS  as  part  of  the 
comprehensive  annual  review  of  the 
State's  total  operation. 

Another  significant  change  being 
proposed  by  the  Department  is  in  the 
format  of  the  CAP.  All  of  the  individual 
CAP’s  presently  submitted  to  FNS 
would  be  replaced  for  Statewide  or 
major  deficiencies  by  a  single  open- 
ended  plan  which,  after  being  approved, 
would  remain  in  effect  until  such  time  as 
all  deficiencies  in  program  operations 
have  been  corrected.  Since  all  identified 
major  or  Statewide  deficiencies  would 
be  contained  in  this  one  CAP,  States 
would  not  submit  periodic 
comprehensive  CAP’s  which  largely 
repeat  deficiencies  and  corrective 
actions  enumerated  in  previous  CAP’s. 
As  new  deficiencies  are  identified,  the 
State  would  submit  additions  to  the  CAP 


within  60  days  for  these  deficiencies 
only;  and  as  reported  deficiencies  are 
corrected,  they  would  be  deleted  from 
the  plan,  provided  that  the  State  has 
documented  He  reasons  and  FNS  has 
reviewed  and  validated  the  correction. 

The  Department  proposes  that  the 
following  information  be  included  in  the 
State  CAP  when  it  is  submitted  to  FNS: 
(1)  A  specific  description  and 
identification  of  each  deficiency,  (2)  the 
source(s)  through  which  the  deficiency 
was  detected,  13)  the  magnitude  of  the 
deficiency,  if  appropriate  (frequency  of 
occurrence,  amount  of  dollar  loss  to 
either  the  program  or  participants,  if 
applicable,  and  an  estimate  of  the 
number  of  participants  or  potential 
participants  affected  by  the  deficiency). 
(4)  the  geographic  extent  of  the 
deficiency,  (5)  identification  of  causal 
factors,  (6)  identification  of  any  action 
already  completed,  (7)  an  outline  of 
actions  to  be  taken,  the  expected 
outcome  oi  each  action,  the  target  date 
for  each  action  and  the  date  by  which 
each  deficiency  will  have  been 
eliminated,  and  (8)  a  description  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  State  agency 
intends  to  monitor  and  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  corrective  action  in 
eliminating  the  deficiency. 

The  Department  considers  this 
information  essential  to  the  planning 
and  monitoring  of  corrective  action. 

First,  it  is  important  that  the  State  say 
specifically  what  the  deficiency  is  and 
describe  it  in  detail  in  order  that  FNS 
can  analyze  the  proposed  corrective 
action  in  relation  to  the  problem  and 
determine  whether  or  not  the  action  is 
sufficient.  Secondly,  by  knowing  the 
source  through  which  the  deficiency  was 
detected,  FNS  will  be  able  to  analyze 
the  magnitude  of  the  deficiency  and  the 
priority  which  the  State  has  assigned  to 
its  correction.  Also,  this  information  will 
enable  FNS  to  judge  the  effectiveness  of 
all  aspects  of  the  State’s  program 
reporting  system.  If,  for  example,  one 
part  of  the  system  is  consistently  failing 
to  identify  deficiencies  noted  by  other 
indicators,  it  may  be  that  the  State 
needs  to  make  improvements  in  its 
system.  Thirdly,  States  would  report  on 
the  magnitude  of  the  problem,  when 
appropriate,  because  it  is  necessary  to 
know  the  effect  of  the  deficiency  on 
benefits  or  program  losses  in  order  to 
establish  priorities  properly.  In  some 
cases,  it  will  be  difficult  to  establish  a 
monetary  loss  (e.g,,  outreach 
requirements),  in  which  case  States 
would  estimate  the  effect  on  potential 
participants.  The  fourth  requirement, 
geographic  extent,  is  closely  related  to 
magnitude.  It  is  necessary,  however, 
because  magnitude  of  loss  or  effect  will 


not  always  show  the  extent  of  a 
problem.  A  large  dollar  loss,  for 
Instance,  may  be  due  to  a  widespread 
deficiency  which  covers  several  small 
project  areas  or  to  a  concentrated 
deficiency  which  occurs  in  a  single  large 
project  area.  Since  different  corrective 
actions  may  be  necessary,  depending  on 
which  of  the  above  situations  the  State 
is  dealing  with,  FNS  will  need  this 
information  when  reviewing  the  State’B 
plan.  The  fifth  requirement  would  be  for 
States  to  identify  the  causal  factor(s) 
contributing  to  the  deficiency,  because  a 
given  deficiency  is  frequently  only  a 
symptom  of  an  underlying  difficulty 
(e.g.,  inadequate  computer  system, 
inadequate  staff,  etc.).  States,  therefore, 
would  analyze  deficiencies  to  determine 
the  underlying  causes,  and  the  results  of 
this  analysis  would  be  provided  to  FNS 
for  review.  With  the  sixth  requirement, 
identification  of  actions  already 
completed,  FNS  will  be  able  to  analyze 
the  State's  actions  and  determine 
whether  or  not  the  State’s  approach  is 
effective.  Moreover,  if  such  actions  have 
already  had  a  positive  effect,  FNS  may 
be  better  able  to  estimate  the  rate  at 
which  the  deficiency  should  be 
corrected. 

The  most  important  element  in  the 
CAP  would  be  the  outline  of  further 
actions  to  be  taken.  This  outline  would 
be  in  sufficient  detail  to  permit  FNS  to 
judge  whether  or  not  the  proposed 
action  will  result  in  correction  of  the 
deficiency.  The  State  would  also  explain 
the  result  it  expects  each  action  to  have 
and  provide  a  target  date  for  each 
action.  This  information  is  necessary  if 
FNS  is  to  monitor  the  corrective  action. 

If  the  State  failed,  for  example,  to 
comply  with  a  stated  target  date  or  to 
achieve  an  interim  goal  established  in 
the  CAP,  FNS  would  know  promptly 
that  the  State  was  in  violation  of  its 
plan.  In  such  an  instance,  the  State 
would  be  subject  to  possible  fiscal 
sanctions  and  would  be  required  to 
submit  a  new  corrrective  action 
proposal  for  approval  and,  following 
approval,  to  implement  the  new 
corrective  action.  Without  this  outline, 
there  would  be  no  way  to  determine  the 
success  or  failure  of  proposed  corrective 
action  before  the  final  target  completion 
date,  by  which  time  it  would  be  too  late 
to  prevent  losses  due  to  unsuccessful 
corrrective  action.  States  would  also 
include  the  target  date  for  complete 
correction  of  the  deficiency,  so  that  FNS 
will  be  able  to  determine  the  final 
success  or  failure  of  the  corrective 
action.  Finally,  for  each  deficiency, 
States  would  include  a  plan  stating  how 
they  intend  to  monitor  and  evaluate  the 
efffectiveness  of  the  corrective  action  in 
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eliminating  the  deficiency.  This 
provision  will  enable  FNS  to  review  the 
State's  monitoring  of  corrective  action 
as  part  of  both  the  semiannual  review’s 
of  corrective  action  and  the 
comprehensive  annual  assessment. 

Under  the  proposed  regulations, 
project  areas/management  units  would 
be  required  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the 
State  agency  CAP’s  addressing 
deficiencies  not  required  to  be  included 
in  the  State  CAP.  Like  the  State  CAP, 
these  CAP’s  would  be  open-ended. 
Newly  detected  deficiencies  would  be 
included  in  the  CAP  within  60  days  of 
identification,  and  corrected  deficiencies 
w’culd  be  eliminated  from  the  plan, 
subject  to  State  and  FNS  review  and 
validation.  The  format  of  the  project 
area /management  unit  CAP’s  would  be 
the  same  as  that  of  the  State  CAP,  and 
the  same  information  would  be 
included;  a  description  and 
identification  of  each  deficiency,  the 
source  through  which  the  deficiency  was 
detected,  the  magnitude  and  geographic 
extent  of  the  deficiency,  and 
identification  of  causal  factors,  an 
identification  of  corrective  actions 
already  completed,  an  outline  describing 
actions  to  be  taken,  expected  outcome, 
interim  target  dates  and  the  date 
corrective  action  will  be  complete,  and  a 
description  of  the  manner  in  w’hich 
corrective  action  would  be  monitored 
and  evaluated.  This  information  is  the 
minimum  that  project  areas/ 
management  units  would  be  required  to 
provide.  Stale  agencies  could,  however, 
establish  additional  requirements  which 
project  areas/management  units  would 
have  to  meet  in  planning,  implementing 
and  reporting  correct!  i  e  action. 

The  Department  further  proposes  that 
in  developing  both  S’.aie  and  project 
area /management  unit  CAP'S,  States 
and/or  project  areas/management  units 
would  establish  an  order  of  priority  for 
correcting  deficiencies  by  considering 
the  magnitude  and  geographic  extent  of 
the  deficiency  and  the  anticipated 
results  of  correct  e  actions.  In  this  w#y, 
when  several  deficiencies  are  identified 
which  require  action,  the  State  agency 
and/or  the  project  aiea/rnanagement 
unit  will  be  able  io  direct  its  resources 
to  the  most  serious  deficiencies  first  to 
ensure  correction  as  soon  as  possible.  In 
this  context  "magnitude"  refers  to  the 
frequency  with  v  hich  each  deficiency 
has  occurred  in  the  records  reviewed 
and,  where  appropriate,  the  amount  of 
loss  in  terms  of  dollars  either  to  the 
program  or  to  participants  or  potential 
participants.  "Geogrsphir  extent”  means 
the  distinction  between  Statewide 
deficiencies  and  those  which  are  project 
area/management  unit  deficiencies. 


States  also  would  be  required  to 
consider  the  high  probability  of  errors’ 
occuring  as  identified  through 
management  evaluation  sources. 
Moreover,  in  planning  corrective 
actions.  States  would  coordinate  actions 
in  the  areas  of  data  analysis,  policy 
development,  quality  control,  program 
evaluation,  operations,  administrative 
cost  management,  civil  rights  training, 
and  outreach  activities  in  order  to 
develop  appropriate  and  effective 
corrective  action  measures.  The 
Department  considers  this  requirement 
to  be  crucial,  because  many  State 
agencies  are  organized  in  such  a  manner 
that  Food  Stamp  Directors  have  no 
authority  over  such  important  functions 
as  data  processing  or  budgeting. 
Consequently,  CAP'S  designed  entirely 
by  food  stamp  units  are  not  always 
carried  out  in  practice.  Under  the 
proposed  regulations,  therefore,  it  would 
be  necessary  for  State  agencies  to 
ensure  that  units  not  under  the  direct 
authority  of  the  Food  Stamp  Director 
will  still  be  involved  actively  in  the 
planning  and  implementation  of 
corrective  action. 

Finally,  the  proposed  regulations 
would  require  systems  for  monitoring 
and  evaluating  corrective  action  at  both 
the  State  and  project  area/management 
unit  levels.  The  monitoring  system 
would  be  an  ongoing  process  to 
determine  that  CAP’s  are  being 
implemented,  that  deficiencies  are  being 
substantially  reduced  or  eliminated  in 
an  efficient  manner,  and  that  the 
program  is  providing  responsive  service 
to  eligible  households.  The  system 
would  combine  reports,  field  reviews 
and  examination  of  current  data 
available  through  program  management 
tools  and  other  sources.  When  the  State 
agency  and/or  the  project  area/ 
management  unit  determines  that 
proposed  corrective  action  has  not  been 
effective,  the  State  agency  and/or  the 
project  area /management  unit  would 
promptly  reevaluate  the  problem  and 
develop,  propose  and/or  implement  new 
corrective  action.  The  Department 
considers  monitoring  to  be  especially 
vital  if  operations  and  service  are  to  be 
improved  promptly  and  efficiently. 
Through  monitoring,  States  and  project 
areas/management  units  would  be  able 
to  judge  whether  or  not  a  particular 
corrective  action  is  achieving  the 
desired  goal.  If  the  action  in  question  is 
not  being  effective,  the  State  and/or 
project  area/management  unit  would  be 
able  to  modify  its  plan  immediately, 
before  additional  time,  and  possibly 
money,  is  lost.  Such  measures,  therefore, 
should  prove  to  be  cost  effectve  as  well 
as  efficient. 


The  Department  originally  considerer 
revising  the  corrective  action  system  in 
the  manner  explained  above  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977, 
and  in  August  1977  States  were  invited 
to  comment  on  the  overall  design  of  the 
system.  Twenty-seven  States  replied, 
and  the  overall  response  was  favorable. 
Some  of  the  unfavorable  comments  were 
not  opposed  to  the  idea  per  se  but  to  the 
possibility  that  it  would  be  implemented 
outside  the  normal  rulemaking  process. 
The  Department  feels  this  objection  is 
being  answered  by  the  present  proposed 
rulemaking.  Several  States  were  also 
concerned  about  the  definition  of  major 
deficiencies  and  Statewide  trends. 
Therefore,  the  Department  has  proposed 
specific  guidelines  for  these  areas  and. 
as  noted,  requests  commentors  to 
address  these  issues  particularly. 

Responsibilities  for  Reporting  on 
Program  Performance 

The  proposed  regulations  would 
require  States  to  submit  to  FNS  three 
reports  on  program  performance:  (1)  ME 
review  reports,  (2)  QC  review  reports 
and  (3)  the  State  CAP.  These  reports  are 
intended  to  provide  the  State  with  an 
opportunity  to  determine  compliance 
with  program  requirements,  identify  and 
resolve  emerging  problems,  and  assess 
the  effectiveness  of  actions  that  have 
been  taken  to  correct  existing  problems. 
In  addition,  the  reports  would  enable 
FNS  to  assess  the  nationwide  status  of 
eligibility  and  basis  of  issuance 
determinations,  to  ensure  State 
compliance  with  Federal  requirements, 
to  assist  States  in  improving  and 
strengthening  their  programs,  and  to 
develop  Federal  policies.  The  proposed 
regulations  would  require  that  all 
reports  be  submitted  to  FNS  Regional 
Offices  in  duplicate. 

ME  review  reports.  The  Department  is 
not  proposing  to  change  the  present 
system  in  this  area.  Under  the  proposed 
rules,  States  would  continue  to  be 
required  to  submit  to  the  appropriate 
FNS  Regional  Office  schedules  for  the 
performance  of  ME  reviews.  These 
schedules,  covering  two  years  of  review 
activity  (January  1  of  each  even 
numbered  year  through  December  31  of 
each  odd  numbered  year),  would  be 
submitted  no  later  than  November  1  of 
each  odd  numbered  year.  These 
schedules  would  be  required,  further,  to 
ensure  that  all  project  areas/ 
management  units  would  be  reviewed 
during  the  biennial  period.  To  enable 
FNS  to  determine  that  the  schedules 
meet  this  requirement,  the  Department 
proposes  that  the  schedule  include  the 
total  number  of  both  large  and  small 
project  areas/management  units  in  the 
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State  and  a  list  of  each  project  area/ 
management  unit  to  be  reviewed,  by 
month,  beginning  with  January  1  of  the 
biennial  period.  On  this  schedule,  States 
would  also  identify  large  project  areas/ 
management  units.  Since  States' 
information  on  participation  is 
frequently  more  up-to-date  than  FNS’,  it 
will  be  necessary  for  States  to  provide 
this  information  on  their  schedules. 

Also,  FNS  will  need  to  know  when  each 
project  area  is  being  reviewed  in  order 
to  monitor  overall  ME  activities 
properly.  For  this  same  reason,  FNS 
needs  to  be  notified  of  all  changes  in 
review  schedules. 

Finally,  for  the  period  between 
October  1, 1979  (the  date  that  regular 
ME  reviews  are  resumed)  and  January  1, 
1980  (the  date  the  first  review  schedule 
submitted  in  accordance  with  the  new 
regulations  becomes  effective),  the 
Department  proposes  to  have  States 
review  the  project  areas  scheduled  for 
review  according  to  the  schedule 
submitted  for  the  period  January  1, 1978 
through  December  31, 1979.  For  example, 
if  regular  ME  reviews  are  resumed  on 
July  1, 1979,  States  would  review  the 
project  areas  originally  scheduled 
between  July  and  December  of  1979.  If 
regular  reviews  are  resumed  on  October 
1, 1979.  States  would  review  those 
project  areas  designated  for  review  in 
October,  November  and  December  of 
1979,  and  so  forth.  States  would  be  able 
to  deviate  from  their  1978/1979  review 
schedule  provided  they  notify  FNS.  This 
policy  would  permit  States  to  implement 
their  regular  reviews  without  having  to 
develop  special  schedules  for  the 
relatively  short  period  of  time  preceding 
January  1, 1980.  It  also  would  allow  FNS 
to  monitor  the  States'  ME  activity. 

Quality  control  review  reports.  The 
Department  proposes  to  require  States 
to  submit  to  FNS  the  edited  results  of  all 
QC  reviews  as  coded  on  the  Data  Sheet 
of  Form  FNS-245  no  later  than  90  days 
after  the  reporting  period  has  ended. 
Data  submitted  after  this  date  would  not 
be  processed  and  would  not  be  reflected 
in  the  State’s  completed  QC  sample.  The 
proposed  rules  do  not  describe  the 
format  for  submission  of  the  data,  but 
FNS  would  specify  the  format  at  a  later 
time.  Every  case  selected  in  both  the 
active  and  negative  samples  would  have 
to  be  accounted  for  and  reported  to  FNS, 
including  cases  not  subject  to  review, 
cases  not  completed  and  cases 
completed.  This  proposal  conforms  to 
present  practice  and  is  being  made 
because  the  Department  considers  the 
data  to  be  necessary  if  FNS  is  to  monitor 
the  States'  QC  systems.  Such  monitoring 
will  be  especially  important  in  the  event 
that  States  qualify  for  enhanced  funding 


because  of  low  QC  error  rates,  as  is 
mandated  by  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of 
1977. 

State  corrective  action  plans.  As 
described  in  the  preamble  addressing 
corrective  action,  the  Department  is 
proposing  to  modify  the  system  of 
corrective  action  planning.  By  October  1, 
1979,  States  would  submit  to  FNS  for 
approval  their  initial  GAP’s  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  new  food  stamp 
regulations.  Once  this  document  has 
been  approved  by  FNS,  States  would 
submit  proposed  corrective  actions  for 
new  deficiencies  requiring  State  agency 
action  no  later  than  60  days  after 
identification.  Moreover,  in  the  case  of 
deficiencies  requiring  immediate 
attention,  FNS  could  require  State 
agencies  to  develop,  submit  and 
implement  corrective  action  in  less  than 
60  days.  The  Department  anticipates 
that  more  stringent  time  standards 
would  be  imposed  for  deficiencies 
causing  serious  dollar  loss  to  the 
program  or  participants  or  seriously 
impairing  service  to  participants  or 
potential  participants. 

Program  Performance  and 
Adminsirative  Cost  Sharing 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  mandates  the 
Department  to  establish  standards  for 
efficent  and  effective  administration  of 
the  Food  Stamp  Program.  It  is  then 
necessary  to  measure  each  State’s 
performance  in  order  to  determined  that 
these  standards  are  being  adhered  to. 
Under  the  proposed  regulations,  two 
aspects  of  State  pro^ams  would  be 
measured:  (1)  State  compliance  with  the 
standards  contained  in  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  and  Regulations.  FNS-approved 
State  manuals  and  the  State  Plan  of 
Operation  and  (2)  State  efforts  to 
improve  program  operations  through 
corrective  action.  The  Department 
considers  the  measurement  of  State 
performance  in  both  areas  to  be 
essential  to  any  determination  of  State 
efficiency  and  effectiveness.  Since  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  outlines  the  basic 
requirements  for  the  program, 
compliance  with  the  Act  is  essential  to 
proper  operations.  It  is  equally 
important  for  States  to  comply  with  the 
Food  Stamp  Regulations,  since  they 
implement  the  Act.  The  State  manual 
and  plan  of  operation  must  be  complied 
with  because,  once  approved,  they 
constitute  the  State’s  agreement  to 
operate  the  Food  Stamp  Program  and  its 
procedures  for  doing  so.  Finally,  States’ 
corrective  action  efforts  would  be 
measured  because  efficient  and 
effective  program  operation  requires 
elimination  or  reduction  of  deficiencies. 


The  Department  proposes  to 
determine  efficiency  and  effectiveness 
through  the  following  means:  (1)  Reports 
submitted  to  FNS  by  the  States  as 
stipulated  at  various  points  in  the  Food 
Stamp  Regulations  (e.g..  coupon 
accountability  reports);  (2)  FNS  reviews 
of  State  agency  operations,  as  described 
under  Federal  Monitoring;  (3)  State 
Performance  Reporting  Systems,  as 
explained  in  the  Sections  dealing  with 
ME  reviews,  QC  reviews  and  corrective 
action;  and  (4)  other  information  such  as 
Federal  audits  and  investigations,  civil 
rights  reviews,  administrative  cost  data, 
complaints  and  any  pending  litigation. 
Since  no  single  source  would  provide  a 
view  of  the  total  program,  the 
Department  considers  that  data  must  be 
drawn  from  a  broad  range  of  sources.  In 
this  way,  the  Department  would  be  able 
to  assess  the  States’  programs  from 
different  perspectives  and  arrive  at  a 
valid  determination  of  each  State’s 
overall  administration. 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  provides  thal 
States  which  achieve  cumulative 
allotment  error  rates  of  less  than  5 
percent  with  respect  to  basic  program 
eligibility,  overissuance  and 
underissuance  of  coupons  as  determined 
by  quality  control  shall  have  their  ’ 
Federally  funded  share  of  administrative 
costs  increased  to  60  percent.  The 
Department  considers,  however,  that 
before  States  receive  a  substantial 
increase  in  Federal  funding.  It  will  be 
necessary  to  verify  the  precision  of  the 
reported  error  rates.  Otherwise,  the 
Department  would  not  be  meeting  its 
accountability  responsibilities  for 
Federal  funds.  Therefore,  whenever 
States  report  QC  error  rates  which  could 
result  in  enhanced  funding,  the 
Department  proposes  to  conduct 
reviews  to  accomplish  the  following:  (1) 
To  validate  the  cumulative  allotment 
error  rate  in  the  manner  described  in  the 
Section  dealing  with  administration:  (2) 
to  ensure  that  the  State  is  using  FNS- 
approved  sampling  techniques,  as 
discussed  in  the  section  describing 
quality  control  reviews;  and  (3)  to 
validate  the  State’s  QC  completion  rate 
to  ensure  that  it  is  at  least  95  percent,  as 
also  proposed  in  the  section  on  quality 
control  reviews. 

When  FNS  has  completed  the  above 
reviews  and  ensured  that  the  error  rates 
are  below  5  percent  and  were 
determined  using  valid  techniques,  the 
State’s  Federally  funded  share  of 
administrative  costs  shall  be  increased 
retroactively  for  the  period  in  which  the 
State’s  error  rates  are  less  than  5 
percent.  Because  the  procedures  for 
enhanced  funding  will  be  described  in 
Part  277,  the  Department  is  not 
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discussing  this  matter  further  at  this 
time. 

Therefore,  the  Department  proposes 
that  Part  271  be  amended  to  include 
appropriate  definitions  and  Part  275  be 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

PART  271— GENERAL  INFORMATION 
AND  DEFINITIONS 

Section  271.2  is  amended  to  include 
the  following  definitions  and  read  as 
follows: 

§  271.1  Definitions. 

“Active  case”  means  a  household 
which  was  certified  for  and  received 
food  coupons  during  the  sample  month. 

“Active  case  error  rate”  means  an 
estimate  of  the  proportion  of  cases  with 
an  error  in  the  determination  of 
eligibility  or  basis  of  issuance.  This 
estimate  will  be  expressed  as  a 
percentage  of  the  completed  active 
quality  control  reviews. 

“Administrative  deficiencies"  means 
deficiencies  detected  in  a  case  which  do 
not  affect  a  household's  eligibility  for 
food  stamps  or  involve  overissuance  or 
ur.derissuances. 

***** 

“Annual  review  period”  for  quality 
control  purposes  means  the  12-month 
period  from  October  1  through 
September  30.  For  management 
evaluation  review  purposes,  the  annual 
review  period  means  the  12-month 
period  from  January  1  through  December 
31. 

***** 

*  Biennial  review  period"  means  the 
24-month  period  from  January  1  of  an 
even-numbered  year  through  December 
31  of  the  following  year. 
***** 

“Cumulative  allotment  error  rate" 
means  the  sum  of  the  absolute  values  of 
the  ineligible,  overissuance,  and 
underissuance  allotment  error  rates 
based  upon  completed  quality  control 
review  where: 

(1)  The  ineligible  allotment  error  rate 
is  an  estimate  of  the  proportion  of 
allotments  issued  to  ineligible 
housholds.  expressed  as  a  percentage  of 
all  allotments  issued  to  active  sample 
cases; 

(2)  The- overissuance  allotment  error 
rate  is  an  estimate  of  the  proportion  of 
allotments  issued  to  eligible  households 
to  which  they  were  not  entitled, 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  all 
allotments  issued  to  active  sample 
cases;  and 

(3)  The  underissuance  allotment  error 
rate  is  an  estimate  of  the  proportion  of 
allotments  to  which  eligible  households 
were  entitled  to  but  did  not  receive. 


expressed  as  a  percentage  of  all 
allotments  issued  to  active  sample 
cases. 

***** 

“Deficiency”  means  any  aspect  of  a 
State’s  program  operations  determined 
to  be  out  of  compliance  with  the  Food 
Stamp  Act,  FNS  Regulations,  program 
requirements  as  contained  in  the  State's 
FNS-approved  manual,  or  the  State 
agency’s  Plan  of  Operation. 
***** 

“Error"  for  active  cases  results  when 
a  determination  is  made  by  a  quality 
control  reviewer  that  a  household  which 
received  food  coupons  during  the 
sample  month  is  ineligible  or  received 
an  incorrect  allotment.  Thus,  errors  in 
active  cases  involve  dollar  loss  to  either 
the  participant  or  the  government.  For 
negative  cases,  an  “error”  results  when 
the  quality  control  reviewer  determines 
that  a  household  which  was  denied  or 
terminated  from  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  was,  in  fact,  eligible  to 
participate. 

***** 

"Large  project  area"  means  those 
project  area/management  units  with  a 
monthly  issuance  of  $500,000  or  more 
based  on  the  most  current  information 
available  at  the  time  the  biennial  review 
schedule  is  developed. 
***** 

“Management  Evaluation  (ME) 
reviews”  means  reviews  conducted  at 
the  project  area  level  to  determine  if 
State  agencies  are  administering  and 
operating  the  Food  Stamp  Program  in 
accordance  with  program  requirements. 

“Management  unit"  means  an  area 
based  on  a  welfare  district,  region,  or 
other  administrative  structure 
designated  by  the  State  agency  and 
approved  by  FNS  to  be  reviewed  for  ME 
review  purposes. 

“Negative  case"  means  a  household 
which  was  denied  certification  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  or  whose  benefits 
were  terminated  in  the  sample  month. 

“Negative  case  error  rate”  means  an 
estimate  of  the  proportion  of  denied  or 
terminated  cases  where  the  household 
was  in  fact  eligible  to  participate.  This 
estimate  will  be  expressed  as  a 
percentage  of  completed  negative 
quality  control  reviews. 

“Overissuance"  means  the  amount  by 
which  coupons  issued  to  a  household 
exceeds  the  amount  it  was  eligible  to 
receive. 

***** 

“Public  Assistance  (PA)”  means  any 
of  the  following  programs  authorized  by 
the  Social  Security  Act  of  1935,  as 
amended:  Old-age  assistance,  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children 


(AFDC).  including  AFDC  for  children  of 
unemployed  fathers,  aid  to  the  blind,  aid 
to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled 
and  aid  to  aged,  blind,  or  disabled. 

“Quality  Control  (QC)"  means 
monitoring  in  an  effort  to  reduce  the  rate 
of  errors  in  determining  basic  eligibility 
and  benefit  levels. 

"Quality  Control  review"  means  a 
review  of  a  statistically  valid  sample  of 
active  and  negative  cases  to  determine 
the  extent  to  which  households  are 
receiving  the  food  stamp  allotments  to 
which  they  are  entitled,  and  to  ensure 
that  negative  cases  are  not  incorrectly 
denied  or  terminated. 
***** 

"Review  date"  for  quality  control 
active  cases  means  a  day  within  the 
sample  month,  either  the  first  day  of  the 
month  or  the  day  the  household  was 
certified,  whichever  is  later.  The 
“review  date”  for  negative  cases  is  the 
date  of  the  agency's  decision  to  deny  or 
terminate  program  benefits.  For  no  case 
is  the  “review  date”  the  day  the  QC 
review  is  conducted. 

“Review  period"  for  quality  control 
purposes  means  the  6-month  period 
either  from  October  1  through  March  31 
or  April  1  through  September  30. 

“Sample  frame"  means  a  list  of  all 
units  from  which  a  sample  is  actually 
selected. 

“Sample  month”  means  the  month  of 
the  sampling  frame  from  which  a  case  is 
selected  (e.g.,  for  all  cases  selected  from 
a  frame  consisting  of  households 
participating  in  January,  the  sample 
month  is  January). 

“Small  project  area"  means  those 
project  areas/management  units  with  a 
monthly  issuance  of  less  than  $500,000 
based  on  the  most  current  information 
available  at  the  time  the  biennial  review 
schedule  is  developed. 
***** 

“Sub-units"  means  any  organizational 
entity  within  a  project  area/ 
management  unit  involved  in  the 
operation  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program, 
excluding  Post  Offices. 
***** 

“Underissuance”  means  the  amount 
by  which  the  allotment  to  which  the 
household  was  entitled  exceeds  the 
allotment  for  which  the  household 
received. 

“Universe”  means  all  units  for  which 
information  is  desired. 
***** 

(91  Stat.  958  (7  U.S.C.  2011-2027)) 

The  new  Part  275  is  added  to  read  as 
set  forth  below: 
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PART  275— PERFORMANCE 
REPORTING  SYSTEM 

Subpart  A— Administration 

Sec. 

275.1  General  Scope  and  Purpose. 

275.2  State  Agency  Responsibility. 

275.3  Federal  Monitoring. 

275.4  Record  Retention. 

Subpart  B— Management  Evaluation  (ME) 
Reviews 

275.5  Scope  and  Purpose. 

275.6  Management  Units. 

275.7  Selection  of  Sub-Units  for  Review. 

275.8  Review  Coverage. 

275.9  Review  Process. 

Subpart  C— Quality  Control  (QC)  Reviews 

275.10  Scope  and  Purpose. 

275.11  Sampling. 

275.12  Review  of  Active  Cases. 

275.13  Review  of  Negative  Cases. 

275.14  Review  Schedule  (Form  FNS-245). 

Subpart  D — Data  Analysis  and  Evaluation 

275.15  Data  Management. 

Subpart  E— Corrective  Action 

275.16  Corrective  Action  Planning. 

275.17  State  Corrective  Action  Plan. 

275.18  Project  Area/Management  Unit 
Corrective  Action  Plan. 

275.19  Monitoring  and  Evaluation. 

Subpart  F— Responsibilities  For  Reporting 
On  Program  Performance 

275.20  ME  Review  Reports. 

275.21  QC  Review  Reports. 

275.22  State  Corrective  Action  Plan. 
Authority:  91  Stat.  958  (7  U.S.C.  2011-2027). 

PART  275— PERFORMANCE 
REPORTING  SYSTEM 

Subpart  A— Administration 

§  275.1  General  scope  and  purpose. 

(a)  Under  the  Food  Stamp  Act,  each 
State  agency  is  responsible  for  the 
administration  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  in  accordance  with  the  Act, 
Regulations,  and  the  State  agency’s  plan 
of  operation.  To  fulfill  the  requirements 
of  the  Act,  each  State  agency  shall  have 
a  system  for  monitoring  and  improving 
its  administration  of  the  program.  The 
State  agency  is  also  responsible  for 
reporting  on  its  administration  to  FNS. 
These  reports  shall  identify  program 
deficiencies  and  the  specific 
administrative  action  proposed  to  meet 
the  program  requirements  established 
by  the  Secretary.  If  it  is  determined, 
however,  that  a  State  has  failed  without 
good  cause  to  meet  any  of  the  program 
requirements  established  by  the 
Secretary,  or  has  failed  to  carry  out  the 
approved  State  plan  of  operation  (of 
which  the  State  corrective  action  plan  is 
a  part),  the  Department  shall  suspend 


and/or  disallow  from  the  State  such 
funds  as  determined  to  be  appropriate  in 
accordance  with  Part  276. 

(b)  The  Food  Stamp  Act  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  pay  each  State  agency 
an  amount  equal  to  50  percent  of  all 
administrative  costs  involved  in  each 
State  agency’s  operation  of  the  program. 
The  Act  further  authorizes  the  Secretary 
to  increase  the  share  to  60  percent  of  all 
administrative  costs  for  State  agencies 
whose  cumulative  allotment  error  rates 
with  respect  to  basic  program  eligibility, 
overissuance,  and  underissuance  of 
coupons  as  determined  by  quality 
control  are  less  than  5  percent.  Those 
State  agencies  whose  cumulative 
allotment  error  rates  are  5  percent  or 
more  are  required  to  specify  and  carry 
out  the  corrective  action  which  they 
propose  to  take  to  reduce  errors. 
"Quality  Control"  means  monitoring  in 
an  effort  to  reduce  the  rate  of  errors  in 
determining  basic  eligibility  and  benefit 
levels. 

§  275.2  State  agency  responsibilities. 

(a)  Establishment  of  the  Performance 
Reporting  System.  (1)  The  State  agency 
shall  establish  a  continuing  performance 
reporting  system  to  monitor  program 
administration  and  program  operations. 
The  method  for  establishing  each 
component  of  the  system  is  identified 
and  explained  in  Subparts  B  through  F 
of  this  part.  The  components  of  the  State 
agency’s  performance  reporting  system 
shall  be: 

(1)  Data  collection  through 
Management  Evaluation  (ME)  reviews 
and  Quality  Control  (QC)  reviews: 

(ii)  Analysis  and  evaluation  of  data 
from  all  sources; 

(iii)  Corrective  action  planning; 

(iv)  Corrective  action  implementation 
and  monitoring;  and 

(v)  Reporting  to  FNS  on  program 
performance. 

(2)  The  State  agency  shall  designate  a 
person  on  a  full-time  basis  to  coordinate 
the  activities  of  the  Performance 
Reporting  System.  Exceptions  to  the 
requirement  for  a  full-time  Coordinator 
may  be  granted  with  prior  FNS  approval 
only  when  a  State  agency  can 
demonstrate  that  a  part-time 
Coordinator  can  effectively  coordinate 
the  activities  of  the  system.  In  addition, 
the  State  agency  shall  designate  an 
organizational  entity  within  the  State 
structure  which  shall  be  at  a  level  of 
authority  to  ensure  corrective  action  is 
effected  at  the  State  and  project  area 
levels. 

(b)  Staffing  Standards.  The  State 
agency  shall  employ  sufficient  State 
level  staff  to  perform  all  aspect  of  the 
Performance  Reporting  System  as 


required  in  this  Part  of  the  regulations. 
The  staff  used  to  conduct  QC  reviews 
shall  not  have  prior  knowledge  of  either 
the  household  or  the  decision  under 
review.  Where  there  is  prior  knowledge, 
the  reviewer  must  disqualify  her / 
himself.  Prior  knowledge  is  defined  as 
having:  (1)  Taken  any  part  in  the 
decision  that  has  been  made  in  the  case; 
(2)  any  discussion  of  the  case  w'ith  staff 
who  participated  in  the  decision;  or  (3) 
any  personal  knowledge  of  or 
acquaintance  with  persons  in  the  case 
itself.  To  ensure  no  prior  knowledge  on 
the  part  of  QC  or  ME  reviewers,  local 
project  area  staff  shall  not  be  used  to 
conduct  QC  or  ME  reviews;  exceptions 
to  this  requirement  concerning  local 
level  staff  may  be  granted  with  prior 
approval  from  FNS. 

§  275.3  Federal  monitoring. 

The  Food  and  Nutrition  Service  shall 
conduct  the  following  reviews  described 
below  in  this  section  to  determine 
whether  a  State  agency  is  operating  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  and  the 
Performance  Reporting  System  in 
accordance  with  program  requirements. 
The  Federal  reviewer  may  consolidate 
the  scheduling  and  conducting  of  these 
reviews  to  reduce  the  frequency  of  entry 
into  the  State  agency.  FNS  Regional 
Offices  will  conduct  additional  reviews 
when  warranted,  to  examine  State 
agency  and  project  area  operations,  as 
considered  necessary  to  determine 
compliance  with  program  requirements. 
Any  deficiencies  detected  in  program  or 
system  operations  which  do  not 
necessitate  long  range  analytical  and 
evaluative  measures  for  corrective 
action  development  shall  be 
immediately  corrected  by  the  State 
agency.  State  agencies  shall  have  60 
days  from  receipt  of  the  findings  of  each 
review  established  below  to  develop 
corrective  action  addressing  all 
deficiencies  detected  in  either  program 
or  system  operations.  A  description  of 
the  corrective  action  for  each  deficiency 
must  be  included  in  the  appropriate 
corrective  action  plan  and  amendments 
to  the  State  Corrective  Action  Plan  must 
be  submitted  to  the.FNS  Regional  Office 
no  later  than  60  days  from  the  date  the 
State  agency  receives  the  findings  of  a 
review. 

(a)  Reviews  of  State  Agency’s 
Administration/Operation  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Program.  FNS  shall  conduct  an 
annual  review  of  all  functions  performed 
at  the  State  agency  level  in  the 
administration/operation  of  the  program 
such  as  but  not  limited  to:  Certification 
and  issuance  procedures,  security  and 
control  procedures,  accountability, 
reconciliation,  record  keeping  and 
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reporting  procedures,  training,  outreach, 
complaint  procedures,  fraud,  fair 
hearings,  disaster  preparedness,  State 
agency  supervision  of  the  functions 
performed  by  the  project  area  including 
billingual  services,  standards  for  points 
and  hours,  and  a  review  of  the  Plan  of 
Operation  and  the  State  manual. 

(b)  Reviews  of  State  Agency’s 
Performance  Reporting  System.  The 
Food  and  Nutrition  Service  will  review 
each  State  agency’s  performance 
reporting  system.  These  reviews  consist 
of  two  phases: 

(1)  Management  Evaluation  (ME) 
Reviews.  FNS  will  review  on  an  annual 
basis  the  State  agency’s  performance 
reporting  system  (in  terms  of  ME 
reviews  conducted  by  the  State  agency). 
The  review  will  include  an  assessment  • 
of  the  State’s  methods  and  procedures 
for  conducting  ME  reviews  including 
sampling  techniques,  and  an  assessment 
of  the  data  collected  by  the  State  in 
conducting  the  reviews.  This  review  will 
also  include  an  assessment  of  the  State 
agency’s  system  for  data  analysis  and 
evaluation. 

(2)  Quality  Control  (QC)  Reviews. 

FNS  will  review  on  a  semiannual  basis 
the  State  agency’s  system  for  conducting 
QC  reviews.  Exceptions  to  conducting 
two  reviews  annually  may  be  granted 
by  FNS  (National  Office)  when  a  State 
agency  justifies  and  the  FNS  Regional 
Office  agrees  that  one  annual  system 
review  is  sufficient  and  the  State 
currently  is  taking  adequate  steps  to 
correct  existing  system  deficiencies. 

FNS  will  conduct  the  reviews  only  for 
those  States  not  reviewed  under 
paragraph  (c)  of  this- section.  The  review 
will  include  an  assessment  of  the  State 
agency’s  methods  and  procedures  for 
conducting  QC  reviews  and  an 
examination  of  the  State’s  sampling 
techniques  to  ensure  compliance  with 
Federal  regulations. 

(c)  Review  of  State  Agency's 
Cumulative  Allotment  Error  Rates. 

These  reviews  shall  be  conducted,  at  a 
minimum,  whenever  a  State  agency 
reports  cumulative  allotment  error  rates 
of  less  than  5  percent  with  respect  to 
basic  program  eligibility,  overissuance, 
and  underissuance  of  coupons  as 
determined  through  QC  reviews.  The 
review  shall  include:  (1)  Validation  of 
the  error  rates:  (2)  examination  of  State 
QC  sampling  techniques;  and  (3) 
affirmation  of  the  State's  QC  completion 
rate.  The  findings  of  this  review  shall 
determine  whether  a  State  agency  is 
entitled  to  enhanced  funding. 

(d)  Assessment  of  Corrective  Action. 
(1)  FNS  will  conduct  a  comprehensive 
annual  assessment  of  a  State's 
corrective  action  process  by  compiling 


all  information  relative  to  a  State's 
corrective  action  efforts.  The  purpose  of 
this  assessment  and  review  is  to 
determine  if:  all  identified  deficiencies 
are  analyzed  in  terms  of  causes  and 
magnitude  and  are  properly  included  in 
either  the  State  or  Project  Area/ 
Management  Unit  Corrective  Action 
Plan,  the  State  agency  is  implementing 
corrective  actions  according  to  the 
appropriate  plan,  target  completion 
dates  for  reduction  or  elimination  of 
deficiencies  are  being  met,  and  if 
corrective  actions  are  effective.  In 
addition.  FNS  will  examine  the  State’s 
corrective  action  monitoring  and 
evaluative  efforts.  The  assessment  of 
corrective  action  will  be  conducted  at 
the  State  agency,  project  area,  and  local 
level  offices. 

(2)  In  addition,  FNS  will  conduct  on¬ 
site  reviews  of  selected  corrective 
actions  at  least  semiannually  or  as 
frequently  as  considered  necessary  to 
ensure  that  States  are  implementing 
proposed  corrective  actions  within  the 
timeframes  specified  in  the  State  and/or 
project  area/management  unit 
corrective  action  plans.  The  on-site 
reviews  will  provide  States  and  FNS 
with  a  mechanism  for  early  detection  of 
problems  in  the  corrective  action 
process  to  minimize  losses  to  the 
program,  participants,  or  potential 
participants. 

§  275.4  Record  retention. 

(a)  The  State  agency  shall  maintain 
Performance  Reporting  System  records 
to  permit  ready  access  to,  and  use  of, 
these  records.  Performance  Reporting 
System  records  include  information 
used  in  data  analysis  and  evaluation, 
corrective  action  plans,  corrective  action 
monitoring  records  in  addition  to  ME 
review  records  and  QC  review  records 
as  explained  in  paragraphs  (b)  and  (c)  of 
this  section.  To  be  readily  accessible, 
system  records  shall  be  retained  and 
filed  chronologically  in  an  orderly 
sequence.  Precautions  should  be  taken 
to  ensure  that  these  records  are  retained 
without  loss  or  destruction  for  the  3-year 
period  required  by  these  regulations. 
Information  obtained  on  individual 
households  for  Performance  Reporting 
System  purposes  shall  be  safeguarded  in 
accordance  with  FNS  policies  on 
disclosure  of  information  for  the  Food 
Stamp  Program. 

(b)  ME  review  records  consist  of 
thorough  documentation  of  review 
findings,  sources  from  which 
information  was  obtained,  procedures 
used  to  review  Food  Stamp  Program 
requirements  including  sampling 
techniques,  and  ME  review  plans.  The 
State  agency  must  submit  documented 


evidence  of  review  findings  to  the  FNS 
Regional  Office  upon  request  for 
purposes  of  evaluating  State  corrective 
action  plans. 

(c)  QC  review  records  consist  of 
Forms  FNS-245,  Quality  Control  Review 
Schedule,  and  Forms  FNS-248,  Status  of 
Sample  Cases  in  Reporting  Month  and 
Period:  other  materials  supporting  the 
review  decision;  sample  lists;  tabulation 
sheets,  and  semiannual  reports. 

Subpart  B— Management  Evaluation 
(ME)  Reviews 

§  275.5  Scope  and  purpose. 

(a)  Objectives.  Each  State  agency 
shall  ensure  that  all  project  areas 
operate  the  Food  Stamp  Program  in 
accordance  with  the  Act,  Regulations, 
FNS-approved  State  manuals  and  the 
States'  Plans  of  Operation.  To  ensure 
compliance  with  program  requirements, 
ME  reviews  shall  be  conducted  to 
measure  compliance  with  the  provisions 
of  FNS  Regulations,  FNS — approved 
State  manuals,  and  States’  Plans  of 
Operation.  The  objectives  of  an  ME 
review  are  to: 

(1)  Provide  a  systematic  method  of 
monitoring  and  assessing  program 
operations  in  the  project  areas; 

(2)  Provide  a  basis  for  project  areas  to 
improve  and  strengthen  program 
operations  by  identifying  and  correcting 
deficiencies;  and 

(3)  Provide  a  continuing  flow  of 
information  between  the  project  areas, 
the  States,  and  FNS,  necessary  to 
develop  the  solutions  to  problems  in 
program  policy  and  procedures. 

(b)  Frequency  of  review.  (1)  State 
agencies  shall  conduct  a  review  at  least 
once  annually  for  large  project  areas/ 
management  units  and  at  least  once 
every  two  years  in  all  other  project 
areas.  Large  project  areas  are  those 
which  report  a  monthly  issuance  of 
$500,000  or  more,  based  upon  the  most 
current  information  available  at  the  time 
the  biennial  review  schedule  is 
developed. 

(2)  In  accordance  with  §  275.15,  State 
agencies  may  also  conduct  full  or  partial 
ME  reviews  when  additional 
information  is  needed  to  determine  the 
cause,  extent,  or  the  specific  nature  of 
an  identified  deficiency.  The 
determination  as  to  where  these 
additional  reviews  are  conducted  and 
the  method  of  review  to  be  employed 
shall  be  dictated  by  the  type  of 
information  needed.  States  may  conduct 
reviews  in  specific  project  areas  or  in 
selected  sub-units  throughout  the  State, 
using  any  of  the  review  methods 
identified  in  §  275.9(c)  or  another 
technique,  provided  that  the  method 
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used  secures  the  required  information. 
These  reviews  may  concentrate  upon  an 
entire  area  of  program  operation  or  on  a 
single  program  requirement.  An  example 
of  when  this  additional  review  activity 
shall  be  initiated,  in  accordance  with 
§  271.6(a)(8)(vi),  is  when  States’ 
complaint  systems  receive  data  which 
indicates  that  a  pattern  of  deficiencies 
in  application  processing  may  exist,  but 
the  data  is  inconclusive  in  terms  of  the 
extent  of  a  deficiency.  Where  no  other 
data  source  provides  information 
regarding  the  extent  of  the  deficiency, 
the  State  would  conduct  an  additional 
ME  review.  The  review  could  involve 
on-site  examination  of  the  local  sub¬ 
units  involved  in  the  complaints,  or  an 
examination  of  a  random  sample  of  sub¬ 
units  within  the  project  areas  receiving 
the  complaints.  When  additional  ME 
reviews  are  conducted  States  shall 
prepare  a  ME  review  plan,  as  identified 
in  §  275.9(b),  with  any  appropriate 
modifications.  For  each  additional 
review  conducted  States  shall  use  the 
review  worksheet  defined  in  §  275.9(e). 

(3)  FNS  may  require  the  State  agency 
to  conduct  more  frequent  reviews  for 
reasons  such  as  ensuring  that 
appropriate  corrective  actions  have 
been  taken  to  remedy  serious  problems. 

§  275.6  Management  units. 

(a)  Establishment  of  management 
units.  For  the  purpose  of  ME  reviews. 
State  agencies  may,  subject  to  FNS 
approval,  establish  "management  units" 
which  are  different  from  project  areas 
designated  by  FNS  for  participation  in 
the  program.  For  example,  State- 
established  welfare  districts,  regions  or 
other  administrative  structures  within  a 
State  may  be  so  designated.  However, 
FNS  may  require  certain  large  project 
areas  within  the  State  to  be  separated 
into  two  or  more  smaller  management 
units.  This  may  occur  when,  for 
example,  a  project  area  is  too  large  for 
effective  ME  monitoring.  Management 
units  can  be  designated  as  either  large 
or  small  project  areas.  However, 
establishment  of  management  units 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the 
frequency  of  review  from  annual  to 
biennial  or  for  the  purpose  of  reducing 
total  sample  size  will  not  be  approved 
by  FNS. 

(b)  FNS  approval  of  management 
units.  State  agencies  shall  submit 
requests  for  establishment  of 
management  units  to  FNS,  which  shall 
have  final  authority  for  approval  of  such 
units  as  well  as  any  changes  in  those 
previously  approved  by  FNS. 

(1)  The  following  minimum  criteria 
must  be  met  prior  to  requesting  FNS 
approval: 


(1)  The  proposed  management  unit 
must  correspond  with  existing  State- 
established  welfare  districts,  regions,  or 
other  administrative  structures:  and 

(ii)  The  unit  must  have  supervisory 
control  over  Food  Stamp  Program 
operations  within  that  geographic  area 
and  have  authority  for  implementation 
of  corrective  action. 

(2)  In  submitting  the  request  for  FNS 
approval,  the  State  agency  shall  include 
the  following  information  regarding  the 
proposed  management  unit: 

(i)  That  the  proposed  management 
unit  meets  the  minimum  criteria 
described  in  paragraph  (b)(1)  (i)  and  (ii) 
of  this  section. 

(ii)  Geographic  coverage,  including  the 
names  of  the  counties/project  areas 
within  the  unit  and  the  identification 
(district  or  region  number)  and  location 
(city)  of  the  office  which  has  supervisory 
control  over  the  management  unit; 

(iii)  Food  Stamp  Program 
participation,  including  the  number  of 
persons  and  number  of  households; 

(iv)  The  number  of  certification 
offices; 

(v)  The  number  of  issuance  units; 

(vi)  The  dollar  value  of  allotments 
issued  as  reflected  in  the  most  recent 
available  data;  and 

(vii)  Any  other  relevant  information. 

(3)  FNS  Regional  Offices  have  the 
authority  to  require  additional  ME 
reviews,  as  needed,  in  order  to  ensure 
adequate  monitoring  of  the  management 
unit. 

§  275.7  Selection  of  sub-units  for  review. 

(a)  Definition  of  sub-unit.  A  sub-unit 
is  any  organizational  entity  within  a 
project  area  involved  in  the  operation  of 
the  Food  Stamp  Program,  excluding  Post 
Offices.  Sub-units  shall  be  classified  and 
listed  based  upon  functional 
responsibilities  as:  (1)  Certification 
offices;  (2)  issuance  offices;  (3)  bulk 
storage  points;  (4)  reporting  points;  or  (5) 
data  management  units. 

(b)  Combined  responsibilities.  When 
an  entity  has  a  combination  of 
functional  responsibilities  it  shall  be 
listed  in  each  applicable  sub-unit 
classification.  Where  a  sub-unit  with 
more  than  one  functional  responsibility 
has  been  selected  from  a  classification, 
it  may  be  considered  to  have  been 
selected  from  all  classifications  it  has 
been  listed  in.  In  these  instances  the 
requirements  associated  with  each 
functional  classification  shall  be 
reviewed  and  the  sample  size(s)  for 
each  classification(s)  the  sub-unit  has 
been  listed  and  reduced  accordingly. 

(c)  Itinerant  issuance  and  certification 
points.  Itinerant  issuance  and 
certification  points,  such  as  mobile 


units,  shall  not  be  classified  as 
independent  sub-units.  However,  where 
itinerant  issuance  and/or  certification 
points  operate  out  of  a  sub-unit  selected 
for  review,  at  least  one  itinerant  point 
per  sub-unit  shall  be  reviewed  provided 
that  the  itinerant  point(s)  is  operational 
at  the  time  of  the  review. 

(d)  Sample  sizes.  State  agencies  shall 
use  probability  sampling  when  selecting 
sub-units  for  on-site  review  to  ensure 
that  the  sub-units  selected  are 
representative  of  the  project  area’s 
operation  of  the  program.  Each  of  the 
above  classifications  shall  constitute  a 
separate  sample  frame.  From  each  frame 
a  separate  sample  shall  be  selected 
based  upon  the  sample  sizes  in  Table  1. 

Table  1 


Number  of  sub-units  Required  sample  size 

per  classification  per  classification 


>100 _  9 

75-99 _  8 

50-74 _  7 

25-49 . 6 

10-24 . : .  5 

5-9 _ 4 


(e)  Sample  selection.  State  agencies 
may  any  acceptable  sampling  procedure 
when  selecting  sub-units  for  on-site 
review,  provided  the  resultant  sample  is 
random  and  unbiased.  When  the 
number  of  sub-units  in  a  given  frame  is 
small,  the  simplest  technique  will 
suffice.  In  frames  containing  a  large 
number  of  sub-units,  State  agencies  may 
wish  to  use  a  systematic  sampling 
approach  as  it  is  often  the  least  time 
consuming  and  relatively  easy  to 
administer. 

(f)  Selection  of  additional  sub-units. 
Once  a  sample  is  selected  State 
agencies  may  randomly  select  and 
include  additional  sub-units  in  the 
sample.  However,  no  sub-unit  may  be 
dropped  once  selected  for  review,  unless 
a  Federal  audit  or  investigation  is  to  be 
conducted  simultaneously  with  the  ME 
review.  In  these  instances  the  sub- 
unit(s)  shall  be  dropped  and  a 
replacement(s)  randomly  selected. 

(g)  Adjustment  of  samples.  (1)  States, 
may  select  sub-units  for  review  which 
are  suspected  of  having,  or  known  to 
have,  specific  problems  in  their 
operation  of  the  program  or  have  special 
characteristics  which  require 
monitoring.  For  example,  a  certification 
office  with  a  large  nonassistance 
caseload,  or  an  issuance  office  known  to 
have  problems  with  daily  reconciliation 
may  not  be  selected  in  the  random 
sample  but  should  be  reviewed  to 
ensure  complete  coverage  of  the  project 
area's  operation.  In  situations  such  as 
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these  States  may  select  sub-units  from  a 
classification  before  selecting  the 
required  random  sample  and  reduce  the 
sample  size  for  that  classification 
accordingly.  However,  not  more  than  25 
percent  of  the  sub-units  selected  from 
any  classification  shall  consist  of  sub¬ 
units  selected  on  a  nonrandom  basis. 
When  a  sub-unit  is  selected  because  of 
suspected  and/or  known  problems  or 
special  characteristics  the  sub-unit  and 
the  reason  for  nonrandom  selection 
shall  be  identified  in  the  review  plan 
described  in  §  275.9(b). 

§  275.8  Review  coverage. 

(a)  Program  requirements.  State 
agencies  shall  review  all  areas  of 
program  operation  specified  in  this 
section,  and  the  requirements  associated 
with  them,  during  each  ME  Review.  The 
program  requirements  applicable  to 
each  area  are  specified  in  Parts  271,  272, 
273,  274.  280  and  281  of  this  chapter. 

(b)  Certification  responsibilities.  The 
review  of  certification  responsibilities 
shall  encompass  the  requirements 
associated  with  the  program  areas  of:  (1) 
Application  processing;  (2)  work 
registration;  (3)  expedited  service;  (4) 
notification  to  households;  (5)  disaster 
prepardness,  where  applicable;  (6) 
implementation  of  regulation  changes; 

(7)  restoration  of  lost  benefits;  (8)  claims 
against  households,  (9)  fraud;  (10)  fair 
hearings;  (11)  sixty  day  continuation  of 
benefits:  (12)  action  upon  changes;  (13) 
transmission  of  information  to  the  data 
management  unit;  (14)  bilingual 
requirements;  and  (15)  general  service  to 
participants. 

(c)  Issuance  responsibilities.  The 
review  of  issuance  responsibilities  shall 
encompass  the  requirements  associated 
with  the  program  areas  of:  (1)  The  HIR 
master  file;  (2)  ATP  or  HIR  issuance 
system  (depending  upon  the  project 
area’s  system);  (3)  expedited  issuance; 

(4)  mail  issuance;  and  (5)  general 
issuance  services. 

(d)  Reconciliation.  The  review  of 
reconciliation  shall  encompass  the 
requirements  associated  with  the 
program  areas  of:  (1)  Vertification  of 
ATP  issuance,  reconciliation  of  ATP's  to 
the  master  file,  and  identification  of 
ATP’s  not  reconciling;  or  (2)  HIR 
reconciliation  to  the  case  file;  and  (3) 
reconciliation  of  Food  Coupon  Book 
Reports  to  Food  Coupon  Accountability 
Reports. 

(e)  Reporting/recordkeeping.  The 
review  of  reporting/recordkeeping  shall 
encompass  the  requirements  associated 
with:  (1)  Food  Coupon  Accountability 
Reports  and  its  continuation  sheet;  (2) 
Quarterly  Food  Stamp  Mail  Issuance 
Reports;  (3)  Monthly  Report  of 


Participation  and  Coupon  Issuances;  (4) 
Participation  in  the  Food  Stamp 
Program-By  Racial-Ethnic  Category;  (5) 
Advise  of  Transfers;  (6)  Food  Coupon 
Requisition  Reports;  and  (7)  Food 
Coupon  Reconciliation  Reports. 

(f)  Security/control.  The  review  of 
security/control  shall  encompass  the 
requirements  for  all  accountable 
documents  including:  (1)  Notices  of 
change;  (2)  HIR  cards;  (3)  ATP  cards,  (4) 
ID  cards,  (5)  Certification  of  Transfer  of 
Household  Benefits  forms;  (6)  coupons; 
and  (7)  specimen  coupons. 

(g)  Complaint  procedures.  Where 
applicable,  the  review  of  project  areas' 
system  for  complaints  shall  encompass 
the  requirements  associated  with  the 
areas  of:  (1)  Project  area  staffing;  and  (2) 
project  areas’  handling  of  program 
complaints. 

(h)  Points  and  hours.  [Reserved] 

(i)  Outreach.  The  review  of  project 
areas'  outreach  program  shall 
encompass  the  minimum  requirements 
associated  with  the  areas  of:  (1) 
Volunteers;  (2)  referral  systems;  (3) 
printed  materials,  including  bilingual 
materials,  where  applicable;  (4)  media 
contracts;  (5)  cooperation  with 
Community  Food  and  Nutrition  Project 
Grantees;  (6)  removing  participation 
barriers;  (7)  project  area  outreach 
reports;  and  (8)  any  provision  of  the 
State  Outreach  Plan  that  requires 
additional  outreach  activity  at  the 
project  area  level. 

(j)  Personnel  requirements.  The 
review  of  personnel  requirements  shall 
include  an  examination  of  project  areas' 
compliance  with:  (1)  Staffing  standards; 
(2)  use  of  merit  personnel;  (3)  training  of 
project  area  personnel;  and  (4)  bilingual 
personnel,  where  applicable. 

(k)  State  administration.  Where  an 
area  of  program  operation  or  a  program 
requirement  is  performed  at  the  State 
level  and  the  project  area  has  no 
responsibility  for  direct  administration 
of  that  area  or  requirement,  it  will  be 
reviewed  by  FNS  and  need  not  be 
included  in  ME  reviews.  An  example  of 
this  is  where  the  HIR  master  file  is 
maintained  at  the  State  level,  and  the 
project  areas  have  no  responsibility  for 
direct  administration  of  the 
requirements  associated  with  the  master 
file.  In  this  and  similar  situations  the 
program  area  cannot  be  reviewed  during 
ME  reviews  and  will  be  reviewed  by 
FNS  as  identified  in  §  275.3(d). 

§  275.9  Review  process. 

(a)  Review  procedures.  State  agencies 
shall  review  the  program  requirements 
associated  with  the  program  areas 
specified  in  §  275.8  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  outlined  in  this  section. 


As  each  project  area’s  operational 
structure  will  differ,  States  shall  review 
each  program  requirement  in  a  manner 
which  will  best  measure  the  project 
area’s  compliance  with  each  program 
requirement. 

(b)  ME  review  plan.  (1)  State  agencies 
shall  develop  a  review  plan  prior  to 
each  ME  Review.  This  review  plan  shall 
contain:  • 

(1)  Identification  of  the  project  area  to 
be  reviewed  and  the  dates  the  review 
will  be  conducted. 

(ii)  Information  secured  from  the 
project  area  regarding  its  caseload  and 
organization  including: 

(A)  The  number  of  sub-units,  by 
classification,  within  the  project  area 
including  identification  of  those  with 
combined  responsibilities  and  those 
with  itinerant  service  points: 

(B)  Identification  of  where  program 
records  are  physically  maintained 
within  the  project  area  and  the  controls 
used  to  organize  them,  i.e.,  logs,  lists  of 
actions,  and  particularity  case  file 
organization  and  content; 

(C)  The  estimated  number  of  each 
program  record  (as  defined  in  paragraph 
(d)  of  this  section)  generated  during  the 
6  month  period  prior  to  the  month  of 
review  in  the  project  area,  provided  that 
the  estimated  number  of  ATP  or  HIR 
cards  shall  only  include  those  generated 
during  the  month  prior  to  the  month  of 
review;  and 

(D)  The  estimated  number  of  casefiles  - 
maintained  in  each  sub-unit  selected  for 
review  and,  for  all  records  maintained 

in  systems  of  records  other  than 
casefiles,  the  estimated  number  of  each 
type  of  record  maintained  in  each  sub¬ 
unit  selected  for  review. 

(iii)  Identification  of  the  certification 
offices,  issuance  offices,  bulk  storage 
points,  reporting  points,  and  data 
management  units  selected  for  review 
and  the  sampling  technique  used  to 
select  them. 

(iv)  Identification  of  any  sub-unit(s) 
selected  on  other  than  a  random  basis  or 
eliminated  from  the  issuance  sample 
frame,  as  identified  in  §  275.7(g)  and  the 
reason  for  its  nonrandom  selection  or 
elimination  from  the  issuance  frame. 

(v)  Identification  of  whether  the  State 
agency  plans  to  select  program  records, 
as  described  in  paragraph  (d)  of  this 
section,  only  from  those  sub-units 
selected  for  review  or  on  a  project  area¬ 
wide  basis  as  identified  in  §  275.9{c)(ll). 

(2)  In  instances  where  the  actual 
number  of  program  records  is  unknown, 
State  agencies  shall  estimate  using  the 
best  information  available.  Estimates 
may  be  derived  from  the  projection  of 
actual  data  from  1  month  over  0  months 
or  from  known  yearly  data  averaged  for 
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the  6  month  period.  When  estimating, 
the  State  shall  consider  all  available 
data  sources  and  use  the  most  accurate. 

(3)  ME  review  plans  shall  be 
maintained  in  an  orderly  fashion  and  be 
made  available  to  FNS  upon  request. 

(c)  Review  methods.  (1)  State  agencies 
should  become  familiar  with  sub-units’ 
functional  organization  to  determine  the 
optimal  method  of  reviewing  the 
program  requirements  associated  with 
each  program  area. .For  some  areas  of 
program  operation  it  may  be  necessary 
to  use  more  than  one  method  of  review 
to  determine  if  the  project  area  is  in 
compliance  with  all  program 
requirements. 

(2)  States  agencies  shall  use  selection 
of  casefiles  and  examination  of  program 
records  contained  therein,  as  described 
in  paragraph  (d)  of  this  section,  to 
review  all  program  requirements  that 
lend  themselves  to  such  an  approach. 
Where  requirements  do  not  lend 
themselves  to  this  approach  or  where 
another  approach  may  augment  the 
results  of  record  examination.  State 
agencies  shall  use  any  of  the  following 
review  methods  to  measure  project  are 
and/or  sub-unit  compliance  with 
program  requirements,  provided  that  the 
method  used  ensures  complete  coverage 
of  the  program  requirement  it  is  applied 
to: 

(i)  On-site  observation  of  project  area 
procedures. 

(ii)  Discussion  of  procedures  with 
appropriate  project  area  officials  and 
workers,  local  food  stamp  advocacy  or 
outreach  groups,  or  food  stamp 
households. 

(iii)  Reconstruction  of  an  actual 
process  and  comparison  of  findings  with 
the  project  areas. 

(iv)  Step-by-step  walk  through  of  a 
certain  procedure  with  appropriate 
workers  or  officials. 

(3)  State  agencies  shall  ensure  that  the 
method  used  to  review  a  program 
requirement  does  not  bias  the  review 
findings.  Bias  can  be  introduced  through 
leading  questions,  incomplete  reviews, 
incorrect  sampling  techniques,  etc. 

(4)  State  agencies  may  go  beyond  the 
review  methods  listed  above  to  examine 
project  areas’  compliance  with  program 
areas  where  specific  problems  are 
known  to  exist  or  where  special 
emphasis  is  desired.  States  may  select 
additional  or  larger  samples  of  program 
records  or  use  another  method  of  review 
which  goes  into  greater  depth  and 
results  in  more  conclusive  information. 

(d)  Selection  of  program  records  for 
review.  (1)  A  program  record  is  any 
official  document,  form,  or  record, 
contained  in  a  system  of  records,  which 
is  used  by  project  areas  in  their 


operation  of  the  food  stamp  program. 
Program  records  indude  but  are  not 
limited  to:  applications;  application 
worksheets;  Notices  of  adverse  action; 
Notices  of  expiration;  Notices  of 
eligibility,  denial,  and  pending  status; 
complaints;  fair’  hearing  records: 
restoration  of  lost  benefits  records: 
claims  against  households;  work 
registration  of  lost  benefits  records; 
claims  against  households;  work 
registration  forms;  notices  of  change; 
transfer  of  household  benefits  forms; 
student  tax  dependency  forms;  ATP 
cards;  and  HIR  cards. 

(2)  The  universe  for  the  ME  review  of 
program  records  shall  include  all 
program  records  generated  within  a 
project  area  during  the  6- month  period 
prior  to  the  month  of  the  ME  review; 
except  that  the  universe  for  HIR  and 
ATP  cajds  shall  include  only  those 
generated  during  the  month  prior  to  the 
month  of  review.  This  universe  shall 
include  active,  pending,  and  negative 
program  action  records. 

(3)  The  sample  frames  for  the  ME 
review  of  program  records  shall  be 
established  systems  of  records,  i.e.,  case 
files,  logs,  lists  of  actions,  which  are 
maintained  in  sub-units  selected  for 
review;  excluding  any  program  records 
generated  more  than  six  months,  or  in 
the  case  of  HIR  and  ATP  cards  more 
than  one  month,  prior  to  the  month  of 
the  review.  Program  records  excluded 
from  review  shall  be  eliminated  from 
any  frame  or  sample  in  which  they 
appear.  Program  records  generated 
during  the  month  of  review  shall  be 
included  in  sample  frames  whenever 
possible.  Sample  frames  shall  include 
systems  of  records  containing  active, 
pending,  and  negative  action  program 
records.  Only  those  program  records 
generated  under  the  regulations  of  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  shall  be 
included  in  any  sample  frame.  Program 
records  generated  under  the  regulations 
of  the  1964  Act  shall  be  eliminated  from 
sarnie  frames  wherever  possible. 

(4)  As  many  project  areas’  and  sub¬ 
units’  operational  structures  will  differ, 
State  agencies  must  determine  how  each 
type  of  program  record  is  maintained  in 
each  sub-unit  selected  for  review.  The 
sample  frame  for  each  type  of  program 
record  shall  include  all  records  of  the 
same  type  maintained  within  those  sub¬ 
units  selected  for  review  which  were 
generated  during  the  periods  specified  in 
paragraph  (d)(3)  of  this  section. 

(5)  Where  several  program  records  are 
maintained  within  casefiles,  State 
agencies  shall  select  a  single  sample  of 
casefiles  to  meet  the  sample  size 
requirements  for  each  type  of  record 
contained  in  those  casefiles.  When  a 


sample  of  casefiles  fails  to  yield  the 
required  sample  size  for  a  program 
record,  the  State  may  continue  to 
sample  from  the  casefile  to  obtain  the 
necessary  number  of  records  or  use 
another  method  to  review  the 
requirements  reflected  by  that  record,  as 
identified  in  paragraph  (d)(8)  of  this 
section.  Where  a  program  record(s)  is 
maintained  in  a  system  of  records 
separate  from  the  casefile  in  a  sub-unit 
selected  for  review,  a  separate  sample 
of  that  program  record(s)  shall  be 
selected  from  the  system  in  which  it  is 
maintained.  To  ensure  that  casefiles  or 
program  records  selected  for  review  are 
representative  of  all  records  of  a  given 
type  within  the  sub-units  selected  for 
review,  State  agencies  shall  select 
casefiles  or  individual  records  in 
accordance  with  accepted  sampling 
methodology.  The  actual  technique  used 
to  select  samples  will  be  at  the  option  of 
the  State  agency,  provided  that  the 
technique  yields  a  random  and  unbiased 
sample. 

(6)  The  required  sample  size  for 
casefiles  or  a  given  type  of  program 
record  shall  be  determined  by  the  total 
number  of  program  records  of  the  same 
type  generated  during  the  six-month 
period  prior  the  month  of  the  ME  review, 
except  in  the  case  of  ATP  and  HIR  cards 
where  the  sample  size  shall  be 
determined  by  the  total  number 
generated  in  the  month  prior  to  the 
month  of  review.  Table  2  establishes  the 
number  of  casefiles  or  program  records 
State  agencies  must  select  and  review. 
When  selecting  casefiles  the  sample  size 
shall  be  dictated  by  the  required  sample 
size  for  the  program  record  that  appears 
most  often  in  the  casefile,  e.g., 
applications.  When  selecting  samples  of 
individual  program  records,  which  are 
not  maintained  in  casefiles,  the  sample 
size  shall  be  based  upon  the  number 
generated  during  the  six-  or  one-month 
period. 

Table  2 


Total  number  of  program 

records  for  sample  period  Sample  sae 

>300,000  1.200 

100,000  -  299  999 . 900 

50,000  -  99.999 . - .  600 

25,000  -  49,999 . 400 

10.000  -  24,999 .  250 

5,000  -  9,999 _ 150 

1,000  -  4,999 .  100 

100  -  999  .  75 

<100  '50 


'  Or  all,  whichever  is  less. 

(7)  When  a  casefile  is  selected  for 
review,  each  program  record  contained 
in  that  casefile  which  was  generated 
during  the  sample  period  shall  be 
examined  and  counted  toward 
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achievement  of  the  required  sample  size 
for  that  record.  Depending  upon  the 
program  requirements  associated  with  a 
given  program  record,  absence  of  the 
record  from  a  c.asefiie  may  be  a 
deficiency  in  itself.  For  example,  if  a 
household  was  certified  for  3  months 
based  upon  an  application  submitted  6 
months  prior  to  the  month  of  review  and 
no  notice  of  expiration  oi  new 
application  is  in  the  casefue  or  any 
other  system  of  records,  ihe 
requirements  for  both  the  notice  and 
recertification  would  not  have  been  met. 
In  instances  such  as  these,  lack  of  a 
given  program  record  in  a  casefile  shall 
also  count  toward  achievement  of  the 
required  sample  size(s)  for  that  program 
record.  Any  program  record  generated 
prior  to  the  sampling  period  is  not 
subject  to  review  and  shall  be 
eliminated  from  ihe  sample  if  selected. 
When  a  program  leccrd  subject  to 
review  is  selected  for  review,  all 
program  requirements  reflected  in  that 
record  shall  be  examined. 

(6)  Where  a  State  agency  has  selected 
a  sample  of  ca sefi.es  and  ihe  required 
sample  size  for  a  program  record  has  not 
been  achieved,  the  Stale  agency  may 
elect  to: 

(i)  select  another  sample  to  achieve 
the  required  sample  size  for  that 
program  record,  in  which  case  only  the 
record  being  sampled  for  must  be 
reviewed;  or 

(ii)  use  one  of  ihe  other  methods  of 
review,  as  identified  in  paragraph  (c)(2) 
of  this  section,  in  place  of  or  in 
conjunction  with  program  record 
examination  to  ensure  the  requirements 
reflected  by  that  program  record  have 
been  completely  covered.  When  the 
required  sample  size  for  a  record  is  not 
fulfilled  ihe  Stale  agenc.v  must  document 
why  it  could  not  be  achieved  on  the 
Review  Worksheet  required  under 
paragraph  (e)  of  this  section.  For 
example,  if  400  casefiles  are  selected  for 
review  which  yield  100  cases  with  work 
registration  forms,  where  the  required 
sample  size  for  work  registration  forms 
is  150  the  State  agency  would  examine 
the  work  registration  requirements 
reflected  by  the  100  forms  and  would 
then  either  randomly  select  additional 
casefiles  to  obtain  the  50  additional 
forms  or  elect  to  use  another  review 
method.  If  another  review’  method  is 
used  the  State  may  simply  idenitify,  on 
the  review-  worksheet,  that  work/ 
registration  forms  failed  to  appear  in 
sufficient  number  to  satisfy  the  required 
sample  size. 

(9)  State  agencies  shall  sample 
casefiles  or  individual  program  records 
from  appropriate  sub-units 
proportionately.  Once  the  required 


number  of  sub-units  has  been  randomly 
selected,  State  agencies  shall  determine 
the  number  of  casefiles  or  records  that 
must  be  selected  in  each  sub-unit 
selected  for  review  which  maintains  that 
record.  For  example,  in  a  project  area 
witji  6  certification  offices  which  have 
received  a  total  of  18,000  applications  in 
the  review  period,  4  certification  offices 
would  be  selected  for  review,  based 
upon  Table  1,  from  which  250  casefiles 
would  be  selected,  based  upon  Table  2 
(assuming  applications  appear  most 
frequently  in  the  casefiles).  Assuming 
the  4  offices  selected  have  caseloads  of 
1,000,  2,500,  3,00C,  and  5,000  the  sample 
size  for  each  office  would  be  determined 
as  follows: 

(i)  Calculate  the  total  number  of 
casefiles  contained  in  each  of  ihe  sub¬ 
units  selected  for  review.  (I  t, 500  for  the 
example). 

(ii)  Find  the  percentage  ihe  casefiles 
in  each  sub-unit  represent  cf  the  total 
number  of  casefiles  contained  in  all  sub¬ 
units  selected.  (8.7,  21.7,  20.',,  43.5  for  the 

example). 

(iii)  Multiply  the  required  sample  size 
by  the  percentage  each  sub- uni;  selected 
contains  of  the  total  number  in  an  sub¬ 
units  selected  for  review.  122,  54,  65, 109 
for  the  example). 

(10)  State  agencies  shall  use  tne  above 
procedure  to  determine  sub-unit  sample 
sizes  for  casefiles  and/or  program 
records.  State  agencies  may  randomly 
select  additional  casefiles  or  piogram 
records  but  must  not  drop  a  record  once 
it  has  been  selected  for  review  or 
substitute  one  record  for  another  unless 
a  program  record  is  unavailable  due  to 
an  audit,  investigation  or  quality  control 
review. 

(11)  State  agencies  may  select 
samples  of  casefues  or  program  records 
on  a  project  area-wide  basis,  provided 
that  the  sampling  requirements  of 
paragraph  (dj(8)  of  this  section  have 
been  met,  and  the  sample  is  random  and 
no  bias  is  introduced.  State  agencies 
electing  to  select  samples  on  a  project 
area-wide  basis,  rather  than  by  sub-unit, 
must  adhere  io  the  provisions  of  §  275.7 
but  may  disregard  paragraphs  (d)(4),  (9), 
and  (10)  of  this  section  and  adjust  the 
ME  review  plan  and  review  w  orksheet 
as  necessary. 

(e)  Review  worksheet,  (lj  State 
agencies  snail  use  a  review  worksheet, 
to  be  approved  by  FNS,  to  record  ail 
review  findings.  For  each  sub-un.t 
reviewed  the  State  agency  shall,  on  the 
worksheet,  identify: 

(i)  The  sub-unit  being  reviewed; 

(ii)  Each  program  requirement 
reviewed  in  the  sub-unit; 

(iii)  The  method  used  to  review  each 
program  requirement  and,  where 


applicable,  why  the  required  sample  size 
for  a  program  record  was  not  achieved; 

(iv)  A  description  of  any  deficiency 
detected; 

(v)  The  cause(s)  of  any  deficiency 
detected,  if  known; 

(vi)  The  number,  by  type,  of  program 
records  selected  and  examined  within 
the  sub-unit  as  well  as  the  method  used 
to  select  the  records; 

(vii)  Where  applicable,  the  numerical 
extent  of  any  deficiency  detected 
through  examination  of  program 
records;  and 

(viii)  Any  pertinent  comments 
concerning  the  sub-unit’s  operation. 

(2)  Where  State  agencies  elect  to 
select  casefiles  or  program  records  on  a 
project  area-wide  basis,  as  identified  in 
paragraph  (d)(ll)  of  this  section,  the 
total  number  of  each  type  of  program 
record  selected  in  the  project  as  well  as 
the  method  of  selection  shall  be 
identified.  In  these  instances, 
subdivision  (vi)  or  paragraph  (e)(1)  of 
this  section  may  be  disregarded. 

(3)  State  agencies  shall  promptly 
forward  review  findings  to  the 
appropriate  State  office  for  analysis, 
evaluation  and  corrective  action 
planning.  Review  worksheets  shall  be 
retained  in  an  orderly  fashion  and  made 
available  to  FNS  upon  request. 

Subpart  C— Quality  Control  (QC) 
Reviews 

§  275.10  Scope  and  purpose. 

(a)  As  part  of  the  Performance 
Reporting  System,  each  State  agency  is 
responsible  for  conducting  quality 
control  reviews.  For  food  stamp  quality 
control  reviews,  a  sample  of  households 
shall  be  selected  from  two  different 
categories:  (1)  Households  which  are 
participating  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
(called  active  cases)  and  (2)  households 
for  which  participation  was  denied  or 
terminated  (called  negative  cases). 
Reviews  shall  be  conducted  on  active 
cases  to  determine  if  households  are 
eligible  and  receiving  the  correct 
allotment  of  food  stamps.  On  negative 
cases,  reviews  shall  be  conducted  to 
determine  ii  households  which  were 
denied  or  terminated  were  in  fact,  net 
eligible  to  participate  in  the  Food  Stamp 
Program.  Quality  control  reviews 
measure  the  validity  of  food  stamp 
cases  at  a  given  time  (the  review  date) 
by  reviewing  against  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  standards  established  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  and  the  Regulations,  as 
specified  in  each  State’s  FNS-approved 
manual.  The  State  agency  shall  analyze 
findings  of  the  reviews  to  determine  the 
incidence  and  dollar  amounts  of  errors 
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and  to  plan  action  to  reduce  excessive 
levels  of  errors. 

(b)  The  objectives  of  quality  control 
reviews  are  to  provide: 

(1)  A  systematic  method  of  measuring 
the  validity  of  the  food  stamp  caseload 
during  the  sample  period; 

(2)  A  basis  for  determining  national 
rates  of  ineligibility  and  incorrect 
allotments,  as  well  as  rate  for 
households  wrongfully  denied  or 
terminated; 

(3)  A  continuing  flow  of  information 
between  the  States  and  FNS  necessary 
to  develop  the  solutions  to  problems  in 
program  policies  and  procedures;  and 

(4)  A  basis  for  assisting  State  agencies 
in  improving  and  strengthening  program 
operations  by  identifying  deficiencies. 

(c)  The  review  process  is  the  activity 
necessary  to  complete  reviews  and 
document  findings  of  all  cases  selected 
in  the  sample  for  quality  control 
reviews.  The  review  process  shall 
consist  of:  (1J  Case  assignment  and 
completion  monitoring;  (2)  case  reviews; 
(3)  supervisory  review  of  completed 
worksheets  and  schedules;  and  (4) 
transmission  of  completed  worksheets 
and  schedules  for  centralized  data 
processing  and  analysis. 

§27511  Sampling. 

(a)  Sampling  plan.  (1)  The  State 
agency  must  be  able  to  demonstrate  the 
integrity  of  its  sampling  procedures.  All 
sampling  procedures  used  by  a  State 
must  be  fully  documented  and  available 
for  review  by  FNS.  A  quality  control 
sampling  plan  must  be  submitted  to  FNS 
for  approval.  The  sampling  plan  must 
include  a  complete  description  of  the 
frame,  the  method  of  sample  selection, 
and  methods  for  estimating 
characteristics  of  the  population  and 
their  sampling  errors.  In  addition,  the 
sampling  plan  must  include  a 
description  of  its  relationship  to  other 
Federally-mandated  quality  control 
samples  if  the  sample  design  requires 
coordination  with,  modification  of,  or 
approval  by  those  programs  (e.g.,  Aid  to 
Families  with  Dependent  Children  or 
Medicaid).  The  advioe  and  approval  of 
FNS  must  be  obtained  prior  to  adoption 
of  substantive  changes  in  sample  design, 
frame,  or  procedures. 

(2)  FNS  recommends  a  systematic 
sample  design  because  of  its  relative 
ease  to  administer,  and  because  it  yields 
a  sample  proportional  to  variations  in 
the  caseload  over  the  course  of  the 
reporting  period.  (To  obtain  a  systematic 
sample.  States  would  select  every  kth 
case  after  random  start  between  1  and 
k.  The  value  of  k  is  dependent  upon  the 
estimated  size  of  the  universe  and  the 
required  sample  size.)  A  State  may. 


however,  develop  an  alternative 
sampling  plan  which  it  believes  to  be 
better  suited  for  its  particular  situation. 
The  plan  must  be  submitted  to  FNS  for 
approval  before  being  put  into 
operation,  must  specify  the  advantages 
over  current  sampling  procedures  or 
systematic  sampling,  and  must  meet  the 
following  criteria: 

(i)  Conform  to  the  principles  of 
probability  sampling; 

(ii)  Describe  methods  for  estimating 
characteristics  of  the  population  and 
thier  sampling  errors; 

(iii)  (Provide  population  estimates  with 
the  same  or  better  precision  as  would  be 
obtained  by  a  simple  random  sample 
with  the  specified  sample  size  from 
Equations  1  or  2; 

(iv)  Describe  the  effect  of  the 
proposed  sample  design  on  data 
analysis  and  reporting  requirements: 
and 

(v)  Maintain  current  effort  in  other 
phases  of  the  quality  control  process, 
e.g.,  case  reviews,  statistical  reports  and 
data  analysis. 

(b)  Universe.  A  universe  consists  of 
all  units  for  which  information  is 
desired.  Thate  are  two  universes  for  the 
food  stamp  quality  control  program.  The 
exceptions  noted  below  for  both 
Universes  are  households  not  usually 
amenable  to  qualify  control  rev iew. 

(1) The  universe  for  active  cases  shall 
include  all  households  receiving  food 
stamps  during  a  review  period  except 
those  in  which  the  participants  died  or 
moved  out  of  the  8tate,  received  food 
stamps  by  a  disaster  or  60-day 
continuation  certification,  were  being 
investigated  for  Federal  or  State  benefit 
program  fraud,  including  households 
with  pending  fraud  hearings,  were 
appealing  a  Notice  of  Adverse  Action 
when  the  review  date  falls  within  the 
time  period  covered  by  continued 
participation  pending  the  hearing,  or 
received  restored  benefits  in  accordance 
with  §  273.17  but  were  otherwise 
ineligible  during  the  reporting  period. 

(2)  The  universe  for  negative  cases 
shall  include  all  households  whose 
application  for  food  stamps  was  denied 
or  whose  certification  was  terminated 
during  the  review  period  except  those 
which  closed  due  to  the  expiration  of  the 
certification  period,  those  which 
withdrew  a  signed  application  prior  to 
the  agency’s  determination,  those  which 
were  under  investigation  for  fraud,  and 
those  in  which,  at  the  time  of  the  review, 
all  household  members  had  died  or 
moved  out  of  the  State. 

(c)  Frame.  (1)  A  frame  is  a  list  of  all 
units  from  which  a  sample  is  actually 
selected.  The  choice  of  a  sampling  frame 
shall  depend  upon  the  criteria  of 


timeliness,  completeness,  accuracy,  and 
administrative  burden.  There  are  two 
frames  for  the  food  stamp  quality 
control  program: 

(1)  The  frame  for  active  cases  shall  list 
all  households  which  participate  during 
a  review  period  except  those  excluded 
from  the  universe  in  paragraph  (b)(1)  of 
this  section.  States  may  elect  to  use  a 
list  of  certified  eligible  households 
provided  that  households  which  do  not 
participate  are  eliminated  from  the 
sample  and  that  households  which  are 
certified  eligible  after  the  frame  has 
been  compiled  and  participate  during 
the  sample  month  are  included. 

(ii)  The  frame  for  negative  cases  shall 
list  all  households  whose  application 
for  food  stamps  was  denied  or  whose 
certification  was  terminated  during  the 
review  period  except  those  excluded 
from  the  universe  in  paragraph  (b)(2)  of 
this  section. 

(2)  Complete  coverage  of  both 
universes  must  be  assured  so  that  every 
household  subject  to  quality  control 
review  will  have  an  equal  or  known 
chance  of  being  selected  in  the  sample. 
Documentation  of  frame  composition 
and  construction  shall  be  available  for 
review  by  FNS. 

(3)  A  frame  may  also  include  cases  for 
which  information  is  not  desired,  e.g.. 
households  which  have  been  certified 
but  did  not  actually  participate  during 
the  review  period.  When  such  cases 
cannot  be  eliminated  from  the  frame 
beforehand  and  are  selected  for  the 
sample,  they  must  be  accounted  for  and 
reported  as  being  not  subject  to  review. 

(d)  Sample  size.  (1)  The  number  of 
active  cases  to  be  selected  and 
reviewed  by  each  State  during  a  six- 
month  reporting  period  shall  be 
determined  by  the  average  monthly 
caseload  and  the  cumulative  allotment 
error  rate  as  defined  in  §  275.12(b)(l){iv). 
The  required  sample  size  from  the  active 
universe  for  States  using  a  systematic  or 
simple  random  sample  design  shall  be 
computed  from  the  following  equation: 

Equation  1. 

n(active)  =  17.25p  -f  0.01725N  —  110  where 

(i)  n(active)  is  the  required  active 
sample  size.  This  is  the  minimum 
number  of  active  cases  subject  to  review 
which  must  be  selected  each  six-month 
period.  If  the  result  of  Equation  1  is  a 
sample  size  less  than  150  or  more  than 
1400,  the  minimum  and  maximum 
required  sample  shall  be  150  and  1400. 
respectively; 

(ii)  p  is  the  cumulative  allotment  error 
rate  as  defined  in  §  275.12(b)(l}(iv), 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  all 
allotments  issued  to  active  sample 
cases.  The  cumulative  allotment  error 
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rate  equals  the  sum  of  the  absolute 
values  of  the  ineligible,  overissuance, 
and  underissuance  allotment  error  rates 
from  the  most  recently  completed 
quality  control  sample.  For  any 
October-March  period,  the  cumulative 
allotment  error  rate  will  be  from  the 
previous  October-March  reporting 
period.  For  any  April-September  period, 
the  cumulative  allotment  error  rate  will 
be  from  the  previous  April-September 
reporting  period. 

(iii)  N  is  the  anticipated  average 
monthly  participating  caseload  subject 
to  quality  control  review,  i.e., 
households  which  are  included  in  the 
active  universe  defined  in  paragraph  (b) 
of  this  section,  during  the  upcoming 
reporting  period.  (States  in  which  the 
anticipated  average  caseload  exceeds 
60,000  households  shall  substitute 

N  =  60,000  in  Equation  1.)  Since  this 
average  monthly  caseload  must  be 
estimated  at  the  beginning  of  the  period, 
unanticipated  changes  in  the  caseload 
can  result  in  the  need  for  adjustments  to 
the  sample  size.  Recognizing  the 
difficulty  of  forecasting  caseloads, 

States  will  not  be  penalized  if  the  actual 
caseload  during  a  reporting  period  is 
less  than  20  percent  larger  than  the 
estimated  caseload  used  to  determine 
sample  size.  If  the  actual  caseload  is 
more  than  20  percent  larger  than  the 
estimated  caseload,  the  larger  sample 
size  appropriate  for  the  actual  caseload 
will  be  used  in  computing  the  sample 
completion  rate. 

(iv)  Equation  1  assumes  that  States 
will  use  a  systematic  or  simple  random 
sample.  Some  States  may  be  able  to 
obtain  results  of  equivalent  reliability 
with  a  smaller  sample  and  appropriate 
design,  subject  to  FNS  approval.  To 
receive  FNS  approval,  proposals  of 
sample  designs  other  than  systematic  or 
simple  random  sampling  must  provide 
population  estimates  with  equivalent  or 
better  precision  than  would  be  obtained 
by  a  simple  random  design  with  the 
specified  sample  size  from  Equation  1. 

(2)  The  number  of  negative  cases  to  be 
selected  and  reviewed  by  each  State 
during  a  six-month  reporting  period 
shall  be  determined  by  the  monthly 
average  number  of  such  cases  and  the 
negative  case  error  rate  as  defined  in 
§  275.13(b)(l)(iv).  The  required  sample 
size  from  the  negative  universe  for 
States  using  a  systematic  or  simple 
random  sample  design  shall  be 
computed  from  the  following  equation: 

Equation  2. 

n(negative)  =  14.38p  +  0.275N  —  77  where 

(i)  n(negative)  is  the  required  negative 
sample  size.  This  is  the  minimum 
number  of  negative  cases  subject  to 


review  which  must  be  selected  each  six- 
month  period.  If  the  result  of  Equation  2 
is  a  sample  less  than  150  or  more  than 
1200.  the  minimum  and  maximum 
required  sample  shall  be  150  and  1200, 
respectively; 

(ii)  p  is  the  negative  case  error  rate  as 
defined  in  §  275.13(b)(l)(iv),  expressed 
as  a  percentage  of  completed  negative 
quality  control  reviews.  The  negative 
case  error  rate  is  the  proportion  of  cases 
which  were  incorrectly  denied  or 
terminated  in  the  most  recently 
completed  quality  control  sample.  For 
any  October-March  period,  the  negative 
case  error  rate  will  be  from  the  previous 
October-March  reporting  period.  For 
any  April-September  period,  the 
negative  case  error  rate  will  be  from  the 
previous  April-September  reporting 
period. 

(iii)  N  is  the  anticipated  average 
monthly  number  of  negative  cases 
w'hich  are  subject  to  quality  control 
review,  i.e.,  are  part  of  the  negative 
universe  defined  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section,  during  the  upcoming  reporting 
period.  (States  in  which  the  anticipated 
average  number  of  negative  cases 
exceeds  3000  shall  substitute  N  —  3000  in 
Equation  2.)  Since  this  average  monthly 
number  of  cases  must  be  estimated  at 
the  beginning  of  the  period, 
unanticipated  changes  can  result  in  the 
need  for  adjustments  to  the  sample  size. 
Recognizing  the  difficulty  of  forecasting 
caseloads.  States  will  not  be  penalized  if 
the  actual  caseload  during  a  reporting 
period  is  less  than  20  percent  larger  than 
the  estimated  caseload  used  to 
determine  sample  size.  If  the  actual 
caseload  is  more  than  20  percent  larger 
than  the  estimated  caseload,  the  large 
sample  si^e  appropriate  for  the  actual 
caseload  will  be  used  in  computing  the 
sample  completion  rate. 

(iv)  Equation  2  assumes  that  States 
will  use  a  systematic  or  simple  random 
sample.  Some  States  may  be  able  to 
obtain  results  of  equivalent  reliability 
with  a  smaller  sample  and  appropriate 
design,  subject  to  FNS  approval.  To 
receive  FNS  approval,  proposals  of 
sample  designs  other  than  systematic  or 
simple  random  sampling  must  provide 
population  estimates  with  equivalent  or 
better  precision  than  would  be  obtained 
by  a  simple  random  design  with  the 
specified  sample  size  from  Equation  2. 

(3)  To  implement  these  provisions, 
quality  control  sample  sizes  will  be 
based  upon  error  rates  reported  from  the 
January-June  1978  period  until  more 
current  data  are  available.  The 
cumulative  allotment  error  rate  shall  be 
the  sum  of  the  absolute  values  of  the 
basic  program  ineligibility, 
overissuance,  and  underissuance  bonus 


dollar  error  rates.  The  negative  case 
error  rate  shall  be  the  proportion  of 
invalid  decisions,  excluding  those 
attributed  to  procedural  errors. 

(e)  Sample  selection.  The  quality 
control  samples  cover  a  six-month 
period,  and  the  selection  of  cases  shall 
be  made  separately  for  active  cases  and 
negative  cases  each  month  during  that 
period.  Once  a  household  has  been 
identified  for  inclusion  in  the  sample  by 
a  predesigned  sampling  procedure, 
substitutions  are  not  acceptable.  If  an 
active  case  is  selected  more  than  once 
in  the  six-month  period,  it  should  be 
reviewed  only  once,  and  the  duplicate 
selection  should  be  coded  as  “not 
subject  to  review”.  However,  if  the  same 
case  is  selected  in  two  six-month 
sample  periods,  e.g.,  in  March  for  the 
October-March  period  and  in  April  for 
the  April-September  period,  it  must  be 
reviewed  twice.  If  a  household  is 
selected  more  than  once  for  the  negative 
sample  as  the  result  of  separate  and 
distinct  negative  actions,  it  shall  be 
reviewed  each  time. 

(2)  Quality  control  review  of  food 
stamp  cases  is  most  effective  and  most 
accurate  when  the  reviews  are  made 
soon  after  the  household  has  received 
its  allotment  for  the  sample  month.  If 
reviews  are  to  be  made  as  early  as 
possible,  the  selection  of  sample  cases 
must  also  be  made  promptly.  The 
selection  should  be  made  not  later  than 
the  15th  day  of  the  month  following  the 
sample  month. 

(3)  Excessive  oversampling  or 
undersampling  may  be  corrected  during 
a  six-month  period  provided  that  the 
corrections  introduce  no  bias  into  the 
sample  data. 

(f)  Sample  completion.  To  minimize 
the  potential  bias  from  nonresponse, 
States  shall  complete  at  least  95  percent 
of  both  the  active  and  negative  quality 
control  samples.  This  percentage  is  the 
ratio  of  the  number  of  completed 
reviews  to  the  number  of  cases  selected 
subject  to  review  or  to  the  minimum 
number  of  cases  subject  to  review 
computed  from  the  sample  size 
equations,  whichever  is  larger.  The 
completion  standard  is  applied 
separately  to  the  active  and  negative 
samples.  States’  entitlement  to  the 
increased  Federal  share  of 
administrative  costs  under  §  275.26(c) 
w'ill  be  subject  to  completion  of  95 
percent  of  the  active  quality  control 
sample. 

(g)  Reporting  requirements.  States 
shall  submit  the  edited  results  of  all 
quality  control  reviews  as  coded  on  the 
Data  Sheet  of  Form  FNS-245  to  FNS  no 
later  than  90  days  from  the  end  of  each 
reporting  period.  Data  submitted  to  FNS 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  44,  No.  70  /  Tuesday,  April  10,  1979  /  Proposed  Rules 


21535 


later  than  90  days  from  the  end  of  each 
reporting  period  will  not  be  processed 
and  will  not  be  reflected  in  the  States' 
completed  quality  control  sample.  The 
data  shall  be  submitted  in  a  format 
specified  by  FNS.  Every  case  selected  in 
the  active  or  negative  sample  must  be 
accounted  for  and  reported  to  FNS, 
including  cases  not  subject  to  review, 
not  completed,  and  completed. 

§  275.12  Review  of  active  cases. 

(a)  A  sample  of  households  which 
participated  in  the  food  Stamp  Program 
during  the  sample  month  shall  be 
selected  for  quality  control  review. 
These  active  cases  shall  be  reviewed  to 
determine  if  the  household  is  eligible, 
and  is  receiving  the  correct  allotment. 
Information  about  household 
circumstances  must  be  verified  as  of  a 
particular  point  in  time,  called  the 
review  date.  For  active  cases,  the 
review  date  shall  always  fall  within  the 
sample  month,  either  the  first  day  of  the 
month  or  the  day  of  certification, 
whichever  is  later. 

(b)  The  review  of  active  cases  shall 
include:  a  case  record  review:  an 
interview  with  the  participant; 
verification  of  information,  using 
secondary  sources  when  necessary;  a 
determination  of  eligibility  and 
correctness  of  basis  of  issuance;  a 
determination  of  the  presence  of  any 
errors,  and  coding  and  analysis  of  the 
errors,  if  applicable;  and  a 
determination  of  the  number  of 
administrative  deficiencies,  including 
administrative  work  registration 
deficiencies.  To  identify  all  errors  in  a 
case,  the  review  must  be  completed  to 
the  point  where  the  proper  coupon 
allotment  is  determined,  except  in  the 
situations  outlined  in  paragraph  (b)(2)  of 
this  section.  The  review  process 
becomes  progressively  more  difficult  as 
the  time  subsequent  to  the  review  date 
increases.  Therefore,  it  is  essential  that 
reviews  be  made  as  soon  as  possible 
after  the  review  date,  usually  within  30 
days  of  assignment. 

(1)  Content  of  the  review.  The 
reviewer  shall  examine  and  verify,  as  of 
the  review  date,  all  elements  of 
eligibility,  i.e.,  basic  program 
requirements,  resources,  income,  and 
deductions.  The  elements  of  eligibility 
are  specified  in  §§  273.1  and  273.3 
through  273.9.  When  changes  in 
household  circumstances  occur,  the 
reviewer  shall  determine  whether 
changes  were  reported  by  the 
participant  and  handled  by  the  agency 
in  accordance  with  the  rules  set  forth  in 
§§  273.12  and  273.13.  The  reviewer  shall 
determine,  as  of  the  review  date, 
whether  the  sample  case  is  eligible  and 


whether  the  allotment  was  correct,  and. 
if  not,  the  extent  of  the  error.  In  the 
event  that  a  review  is  conducted  of  a 
household  which  is  receiving  restored  or 
retroactive  benefits,  the  portion  of  the 
allotment  which  is  the  restored  or 
retroactive  benefit  shall  be  excluded 
from  the  determination  of  the 
household's  eligibility  and/or  basis  of 
issuance.  When  the  reviewer  is 
reviewing  a  PA  food  stamp  case,  and 
income  and  deduction  information  is 
found  that  indicates  that  the  PA  grant  is 
incorrect,  then  the  PA  grant  shall  be 
recomputed  to  determine  what  it  should 
have  been  in  the  review  month.  For  food 
stamp  quality  control  purposes  the  PA 
income  shall  be  the  recomputed  amount 
rather  than  the  actual  PA  grant  received. 
Whenever  possible,  this  should  be 
accomplished  through  a  consolidation  of 
PA  and  food  stamp  QC  sample  selection 
and  review  procedures.  When  such  an 
administrative  system  is  not  being 
utilized,  the  food  stamp  QC  reviewer 
shall  either  recompute  the  PA  grant 
prior  to  computing  the  food  stamp 
allotment  or  return  the  case  to  a  PA 
worker  qualified  to  recompute  the  PA 
grant  prior  to  the  completion  of  the 
review.  If  the  State  agency  instructs 
their  food  stamp  QC  reviewers  to 
recompute  the  PA  grants,  it  shall  ensure 
that  adequate  provisions  are  made  to 
allow  for  the  increased  review  time  per 
case  and  for  training  in  the  two  different 
types  of  computations  involved  in  the 
two  programs.  If  the  State  agency  elects 
to  require  that  the  PA  workers 
recompute  the  PA  grant  for  the  food 
stamp  QC  reviewers,  it  shall  ensure  that 
the  transfer  of  records  is  expedient  and 
that  no  case  records  are  lost. 

(i)  Household  case  record  review.  The 
case  record  review  shall  include  all 
information  applicable  to  the  case  as  of 
the  review  month,  including  the 
application  and  worksheet  in  effect  as  of 
the  review  date.  Documentation 
contained  in  the  case  record  can  be  used 
as  verification  if  it  is  not  subject  to 
change,  and  applies  to  the  sample 
month.  Through  the  review  of  the 
household  case  record,  the  reviewer 
shall: 

(A)  Analyze  the  household’s  case 
record; 

(B)  Complete  the  household  case 
record  sections  of  Form  FNS-245;  and 

(C)  Tentatively  plan  the  content  of  the 
field  investigation. 

(ii)  Field  investigations.  A  full  field 
investigation  shall  be  conducted  for  all 
active  cases  selected  in  the  sample  to 
determine  if  the  household  is  eligible, 
and  is  receiving  the  correct  allotment.  In 
Alaska,  when  it  is  impossible  to  conduct 
a  field  review  due  to  inaccessibility  of 


the  home  due  to  weather  conditions,  an 
exception  to  this  requirement  can  be 
made  by  FNS  and  the  review  completed 
without  the  field  review.  However, 
justification  must  be  provided  if  an 
exception  is  to  be  made.  The  field 
investigation  will  include  interviews 
with  the  head  of  household,  spouse  or 
authorized  representative;  contact  with 
collateral  sources  of  information;  and 
any  other  materials  and  activity 
pertinent  to  the  review  of  the  case.  The 
scope  of  the  review  shall  not  extend 
beyond  the  examination  of  household 
circumstances  which  directly  relate  to 
the  determination  of  household 
eligibility  and  basis  of  issuance  status. 

(A)  Personal  interviews.  Personal 
interviews  shall  be  conducted  in  a 
manner  that  respects  the  rights,  privacy 
and  dignity  of  the  participants.  The 
reviewer  shall  notify  the  household  prior 
to  making  a  home  visit.  Most  interviews 
will  be  held  in  the  home;  however, 
exceptions  can  be  made  by  the  reviewer 
when  circumstances  warrant.  Under  no 
circumstances  shall  the  interview  be 
conducted  by  phone.  During  the 
interview  with  the  participant,  the 
reviewer  shall: 

(1)  Explore  with  the  head  of  the 
household,  spouse,  authorized 
representative,  or  any  other  responsible 
household  member,  household 
circumstances  as  they  affect  each  factor 
of  eligibility  and  basis  of  issuance; 

(2)  Establish  the  composition  of  the 
household; 

(3)  Review  the  documentary  evidence 
in  the  household’s  possession  and 
secure  information  about  collateral 
sources  of  verification;  and 

(4)  If  required  by  the  State,  obtain 
consent  from  the  head  of  the  household 
to  secure  collateral  information.  If  the 
participant  refuses  to  sign  the  release  of 
information  form,  the  reviewer  shall 
explain  fully  the  consequences  of  this 
refusal,  and  continue  the  review  to  the 
fullest  extent  possible. 

(B)  Collateral  contacts.  The  reviewer 
shall  obtain  verification  from  collateral 
contacts  in  all  instances  when  adequate 
documentation  was  not  available  from 
the  participant.  This  second  party 
verification  shall  cover  each  element  of 
eligibility  as  it  affects  the  household’s 
eligibility  and  coupon  allotment.  The 
reviewer  shall  make  every  effort  to  use 
the  most  reliable  second  party 
verification  available  (for  example, 
banks,  payroll  listings,  etc.)  and  shall 
thoroughly  document  all  verification 
obtained.  If  any  information  obtained  by 
the  reviewer  differs  from  that  given  by 
the  participant,  then  the  State  agency 
shall  discuss  the  differences  with  the 
participant  to  determine  which 
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information  is  correct  before  corrective 
action  is  taken  on  the  case. 

(iii)  Identification  of  errors.  All 
elements  which  vary  in  an  error  case 
shall  be  listed  without  assigning 
priorities.  This  will  include  all  basic 
program  requirements  found  to  be  in 
error.  Once  a  State  has  listed  all 
elements  in  error,  it  may,  for  its  own 
purposes,  elect  to  designate  a  primary 
error.  When  the  reviewer  detects  a 
variance,  i.e.,  the  correct  amount 
determined  for  the  sample  month  is 
different  from  the  amount  determined  at 
the  time  of  certification,  due  to  an 
unreported  change  which  the  participant 
is  not  required  to  report,  the  reviewer 
shall  not  reflect  that  variance  as  an 
error. 

(A)  Eligibility  errors.  If  the  reviewer 
determines  that  a  case  is  ineligible  then 
the  occurrence  and  amount  of  an 
eligibility  error  shall  be  coded  on  the 
Data  Sheet  of-Form  FNS-245.  If  a  case 
contains  both  an  eligibility  error  and  a 
basis  of  issuance  error,  then  the 
eligibility  error  will  always  take 
precedence  over  the  basis  of  issuance 
error  for  coding  purposes. 

(B)  Basis  of  issuance  errors.  If  the 
reviewer  determines  that  food  stamp 
allotments  were  either  overissued  or 
underissued  in  an  amount  exceeding 
$5.00  to  eligible  households,  then  the 
occurrence  and  amount  of  a  basis  of 
issuance  error  shall  be  coded  on  the 
Data  Sheet  of  Form  FNS-245. 

(iv)  Error  analysis.  Whenever  the 
reviewer  determines  that  a  case  is  in 
error,  as  defined  in  this  paragraph,  the 
reviewer  shall  determine  whether  the 
error  occurred  at  the  time  of  certification 
or  subsequent  to  certification  and 
whether  the  error  was  agency  or 
participant  caused.  If  inadequate 
documentation  in  the  case  record  results 
in  the  reviewer  being  unable  to 
determine  whether  the  error  occurred  at 
the  time  of  or  subsequent  to  certification 
and/or  who  caused  it,  then  the  error 
shall  be  assigned  to  the  State  agency. 
These  determinations,  with  supporting 
documentation,  must  be  recorded  on 
Form  FNS-245.  All  error  information 
shall  be  reported  to  the  State  agency  for 
appropriate  action  on  an  individual  case 
basis. 

(A)  Active  cose  error  rate.  The  active 
case  error  rate  shall  be  the  proportion  of 
active  sample  cases  which  were 
determined  to  be  ineligible  or  which 
received  an  incorrect  allotment,  in  an 
amount  exceeding  $5  00.  during  the 
sample  period  based  upon  the 
certification  policy  as  set  forth  in  Part 
273  of  this  Chapter. 

(B)  Cumulative  allotment  error  rate. 
The  cumulative  allotment  error  rate 


shall  include  the  value  of  the  allotment 
underissued  or  overissued,  including 
overissuance  in  ineligible  cases,  in  those 
cases  determined  to  be  in  error  during 
the  sample  month  excluding: 

(1)  Any  allotment  overissuance  or 
underissuance  resulting  from  variances 
in  the  household's  gross  nonexempt 
income  where  there  is  conclusive 
documentation  (a  listing  of  what 
attempts  to  verify  were  made  and  why 
they  were  unsuccessful)  that  the 
household's  gross  nonexempt  income 
could  not  be  verified  at  the  time  of 
certification  because  the  source  of 
income  would  not  cooperate  in 
providing  verification  and  a!!  other 
sources  of  verification  were  not 
available.  If  there  is  no  conclusive 
documentation  as  explained  above,  then 
the  reviewer  shall  not  exclude  from  the 
cumulative  allotment  error  rate  the 
value  of  the  allotment  overissuance  or 
underissuance  in  the  case.  This  follows 
certification  policy  outlined  in 

§  273.2(f)(l)(i). 

[2]  Any  allotment  overissuance  or 
underissuance  resulting  from  an 
individual  being  included  as  a  member 
of  a  household  pending  verification  of 
citizenship  where  tbp  individual  is  not  a 
citizen  or  eligible  alien.  This  follows 
certification  policy  outlined  in 

§  273.2(f)(2)(ii)(B). 

(5)  Any  allotment  overissuance  or 
underissuance  resulting  from  cases 
certified  under  expedited  certification 
procedures  which  are  found  to  be  in 
error  due  to  postponed  verification  of  an 
element  of  eligibility  as  allowed  under 
§  273.2(i)(4)(i).  Verification  of  gross 
income,  deductions,  resources, 
household  coKsposrtion,  alien  status  or 
tax  dependency  may  be  postponed  for 
cases  eligible  for  expedited  certification. 
However,  if  a  case  certified  under 
expedited  procedures  is  determined  to 
be  in  error  due  to  a  residency 
deficiency,  an  error  in  the  basis  of 
issuance  computation,  a  participant 
identification  error,  or  incorrect 
expedited  income  accounting,  all 
resulting  dollar  loss  shall  be  included  in 
the  cumulative  allotment  error  rate.  This 
follows  certification  policy  for  expedited 
cases  outlined  in  §  273.2(i)(4)(i). 

(v)  Identification  of  administrative 
deficiencies.  In  addition  to  the  coding  of 
any  eligibility  and/or  basis  of  issuance 
errors,  any  deficiencies  in  a  case  which 
do  not  directly  contribute  to  a  dollar 
loss  shall  be  identifed  as  administrative 
deficiencies.  Whenever  the  reviewer 
determines  that  administrative 
deficiencies  exist  in  an  error  or  non- 
error  case,  each  such  deficiency  shall  be 
coded  on  the  Data  Sheet  of  Form  FNS- 
245.  This  information  shall  be  reported 


to  the  State  agency  for  appropriate 
action  on  an  individual  case  basis.  For 
example,  in  a  case  containing  an 
overdue  subsequent  certification  the 
reviewer  shall  code  an  administrative 
deficiency  and,  if  the  overdue  case  is 
determined  to  be  ineligible,  or  eligible 
for  an  allotment  larger  or  smaller  than 
that  received,  shall  also  code  an 
eligibility  or  over  or  underissuance 
error.  Administrative  deficiencies  shall 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  overdue 
subsequent  certifications,  unsigned 
application,  no  current  application  on 
file,  incidence  of  exclusions  described  in 
paragraphs  (b)(l)fiv)(B)  (7),  [2).  (5)  of 
this  section,  insufficient  documenation. 
excessive  verification,  inadequate 
verification  of  those  elements  required 
to  be  verified  in  Part  273  of  this  chapter, 
administrative  work  registration 
requirement,  etc.  Examples  of  woik 
registration  requirements  which  shall  he 
coded  as  administrative  deficiencies 
are:  Inadequate  documentation  of  each 
household  member’s  work  registration 
status;  nondetermination  of  household 
member’s  exempt  status;  lack  of  a  work 
registration  form  for  each  non-exempt 
houshold  member  at  time  of  application 
and  every  six  months  thereafter  in  the 
case  file  or  office;  and  the  household  not 
advised  of  its  responsibility  to  report 
any  changes  in  the  exempt  status  of  any 
household  member.  Work  registration 
requirements  which  are  eligibility 
standards  and  which,  if  in  error,  shall  be 
treated  as  errors,  not  administrative 
deficiencies,  are  when  the  participant: 
refuses  at  the  time  of  application  and 
once  every  six  months  thereafter  to 
register  for  employment;  refuses  to  fulfill 
reporting  and  inquiry  about  employment 
requirements;  voluntarily  quits  any  job 
without  good  cause;  or  refuses  without 
good  cause  to  accept  an  offer  of 
employment. 

(vi)  Identification  of  discrepancies. 
The  reviewer  shall  note  as  a 
discrepancy  that  part  of  a  variance 
which  results  from  a  change  required  to 
be  reported,  which  occurs  after  the 
review  date.  This  information  shall  be 
reported  to  the  State  agency  for 
appropriate  action  on  an  individual  case 
basis. 

(2)  Disposition  of  case  review.  Each 
case  selected  in  the  sample  of  active 
cases  must  be  accounted  for  by 
classifying  it  as  completed,  not 
completed,  or  not  subject  to  review. 

(i)  Active  cases  shall  be  reported  as 
not  completed  if:  The  reviewer,  aft  all 
reasonable  efforts,  is  unable  to  locate 
the  case  record  and/or  is  unable  to 
locate  the  participant;  the  participant 
refuses  to  cooperate;  or  if  the  review  is 
not  completed  in  time  to  be  included  in 
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the  semiannual  reports.  This  information 
shall  be  reported  to  the  State  agency  for 
appropriate  action. 

(ii]  Cases  which  are  not  subject  to 
review,  if  they  have  not  been  eliminated 
in  the  sampling  process,  shall  be 
eliminated  during  the  review  process. 
These  cases  shall  be  as  follows:  Death 
of  all  members  of  a  household  if  they 
died  before  the  review  could  be 
undertaken  or  completed;  the  household 
moved  out  of  State  before  the  review 
could  be  undertaken  or  completed;  the 
household,  at  the  time  of  the  review,  is 
under  active  investigation  for  Federal  or 
State  benefit  program  fraud,  including  a 
household  with  a  pending  fraud  hearing; 
a  household  selected  more  than  once  in 
the  same  universe  during  a  six-month 
reporting  period;  a  household  dropped 
as  a  result  of  correction  for 
oversampling;  a  household  participating 
under  disaster  certification  authorized 
by  FNS  for  a  natural  disaster;  a  case 
incorrectly  listed  in  the  active  frame;  a 
household  under  appeal  from  adverse 
action  when  the  review  date  falls  within 
the  time  period  covered  by  continued 
participation  pending  the  hearing; 
nonparticipation  in  the  review  month;  or 
a  household  under  sixty-day 
continuation  of  certification  when  the 
review  date  falls  within  those  60  days. 

§  275.13  Review  of  negative  cases. 

(a)  A  negative  action  results  each  time 
a  household  is  denied  certification  to 
receive  food  stamps  or  has  its 
participation  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
terminated  during  the  certification 
period.  Negative  cases  shall  be 
reviewed  to  determine  the  household’s 
elegibility  or  ineligibility  at  the  time  of 
denial  or  termination.  For  negative 
cases,  the  review  date  shall  be  the  date 
of  the  agency’s  decision  to  deny  or 
terminate  program  benefits. 

(b)  The  review  shall  include  a  case 
record  review;  a  field  investigation,  if 
required;  an  analysis  of  errors;  and  a 
determination  of  the  number  of 
administrative  deficiencies. 

(1)  Content  of  the  review.  The 
reviewer  shall  examine  and  vertify  the 
household’s  eligibility  or  ineligibility,  as 
of  the  review  date.  A  decision  must  be 
reached  as  to  the  status  of  the 
household’s  eligibility  at  the  time  of  the 
decision  to  deny  or  terminate. 

(i)  Household  case  record  review. 
Through  the  review  of  the  household 
case  record,  the  reviewer  snail: 

(A)  Analyze  the  household’s  case 
record; 

(B)  Complete  the  household  case 
record  sections  of  Form  FNS-245; 

(C)  Tentatively  plan  the  content  of  the 
field  investigation,  if  necessary  When 


the  case  record  provides  acceptable 
verification  that  the  household  is 
ineligible,  a  field  investigation  is  not 
required.  When  the  case  record  alone 
does  not  prove  ineligibility,  the  reviewer 
may  be  able  to  verify  the  element(s)  of 
eligibility  in  question  by  contacting  by 
phone  a  collateral  contact  designated  in 
the  case  record. 

(ii)  Field  investigation.  When  neither 
the  case  record  nor  contact  with  a 
collateral  contact  previously  designated 
by  the  household  proves  the  household’s 
ineligibility,  a  field  investigation  shall  be 
conducted  to  determine  the  status  of  the 
household’s  eligibility  at  the  time  the 
decision  to  deny  or  terminate  is  made. 
The  field  investigation  consists  of  an 
interview  with  the  household  and 
verification  through  further  collateral 
sources  of  information.  The  reviewer 
shall  terminate  the  field  investigation  at 
any  point  when  the  household  is 
determined  to  be  ineligible,  either 
through  an  interview  with  the 
household,  documentation  in  the 
household’s  possession,  or  collateral 
contact.  However,  a  full  field 
investigation,  including  examination  and 
vertification  of  each  element  of 
eligibility,  is  required  for  any  household 
which  is  not  proven  to  be  ineligible  as  of 
the  review  date  either  through  the  case 
record  review  or  a  partial  field 
investigation.  For  each  household  which 
is  eligible,  a  coupon  allotment  shall  be 
computed  based  on  the  household’s 
status  at  the  time  of  the  decision. 

(A)  Personal  interviews.  Personal 
interviews  shall  be  conducted  in  a 
manner  that  respects  the  rights,  privacy 
and  dignity  of  the  household.  The 
reviewer  shall  notify  the  household  prior 
to  making  a  home  visit.  Most  interviews 
will  be  held  in  the  home;  however, 
exceptions  can  be  made  by  the  reviewer 
when  circumstances  warrant.  During  the 
interview  with  the  household  the 
reviewer  shall: 

(1)  Explore  with  the  head  of  the 
household  or  its  representative, 
household  circumstances  to  the  point 
ineligibility  is  proven,  if  ineligibility  is 
not  proven,  each  factor  of  eligibility 
shall  be  explored;  and 

(2)  Review  the  documentary  evidence 
in  the  household's  possession  and 
secure  information  about  collateral 
sources  of  vertification. 

(B)  Collateral  contacts.  The  reviewer 
shall  obtain  verification  from  collateral 
contacts  where  adequate  verification 
was  not  available  from  the  household. 
The  reviewer  shall  make  every  effort  to 
use  the  most  reliable  second  party 
verification  available:  for  example, 
banks,  payroll  listings,  etc. 


(iii)  Identification  of  errors.  A 
negative  case  shall  be  considered 
invalid  when  the  reviewer  verifies  that  a 
household  which  was  denied  or 
terminated  from  the  program  was,  in 
fact,  eligible  to  participate.  When  a 
negative  case  is  invalid,  an  error  shall 
be  coded  and  the  amount  of  the 
underissuance  for  the  sample  month 
shall  be  reported  on  the  Data  Sheet  of 
Form  FNS-245.  This  information  shall  be 
reported  to  the  State  agency  for 
appropriate  action  on  an  individual  case 
basis. 

(iv)  Negative  case  error  rate.  The 
negative  case  error  rate  shall  be  the 
proportion  of  negative  sample  cases 
which  were  determined  to  have  been 
eligible  at  the  time  of  denial  or 
termination  based  upon  the  certification 
policy  as  set  forth  in  Part  273. 

(v)  Identification  of  administrative 
deficiencies.  A  negative  action  shall  be 
considered  valid  when  the  household  is. 
in  fact,  ineligible,  either  for  the  reason 
determined  by  the  State  agency  or  for 
some  other  reason.  If  the  household  is 
ineligible,  but  for  a  reason  other  than 
that  given  by  the  State  agency,  then  an 
administrative  deficiency  shall  be  coded 
on  the  Data  Sheet  of  Form  FNS-245. 
Other  examples  of  administrative 
deficiencies  in  negative  cases  include, 
but  are  not  limited  to,  Notice  of  Adverse 
Action  not  sent,  unsigned  application, 
insufficient  documentation,  no 
application  on  file,  etc.  This  information 
shall  be  reported  to  the  State  agency  for 
appropriate  action. 

(2)  Disposition  of  case  review.  Each 
case  selected  in  the  sample  of  negative 
cases  must  be  accounted  for  by 
classifying  it  as  completed,  not 
completed,  or  not  subject  to  review. 

(i)  Negative  cases  shall  be  reported  as 
not  completed  if  the  review  cannot  be 
completed  through  an  analysis  of  the 
case  record  and  it  is  not  possible,  due  to 
circumstance  beyond  the  agency’s 
control,  to  make  a  field  investigation.  An 
example  of  such  a  circumstances 
beyond  the  agency’s  control,  to  make  a 
field  investigation.  An  example  of  such 

a  circumstance  would  be  if  it  was  • 
necessary  for  the  reviewer  to  interview 
the  household  and  the  household  could 
not  be  located  or  refused  to  cooperate. 

(ii)  Negative  cases  shall  be  reported 
as  not  subject  to  review  when  the 
household  at  the  time  of  the  review 
withdrew  a  signed  application  prior  to 
the  agency's  determination,  is  under 
active  investigation  for  Federal  or  State 
benefit  program  fraud,  was  closed  due 
to  expiration  of  the  certification  period, 
was  dropped  as  a  result  of  correction  for 
oversampling,  or  is  a  household  in 
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which  all  members  died  or  moved  out  of 
Slate  at  the  time  of  the  review. 

§  275.14  Review  Schedule  (Form  FNS- 
248). 

(a)  The  QeaKty  Review  Schedule. 
Farm  FMS-345,  shall  be  used  by  the 
reviewer  kj  record  information  from  the 
case  record,  plan  and  conduct  the  field 
investigation,  and  record  findings  which 
contribute  to  thp  determination  of 
eligibility  and  basis  of  issuance. 
Decisions  reached  by  the  reviewer  shall 
be  coded  on  the  Data  Sheet  of  Form 
FNS-245  and  substantiated  by 
information  in  the  narrative  section  of 
this  form.  For  an  error  case,  reviewers 
shall  list  all  elements  in  which  agency 
and/or  participant  errois  occured.  In 
both  error  and  non-error  cases  w'here 
adminstrative  deficiencies  occurred,  the 
reviewer  shall  record  these  deficiencies. 
Space  is  also  provided  for  recording 
discrepancies  and  other  pertinent 
information. 

fb)  In  some  instances,  reviewers  may 
need  to  supplement  Form  FNS-245  with 
other  forms.  The  Stale  forms  for 
appointments,  interoffice 
communications,  release  of  information, 
etc.,  should  be  used  when  appropriate. 

Subpart  D — Data  Analysis  and 
Evaluation 

§275.15  Data  management. 

(a)  Analysis.  (1)  Analysis  is  the 
process  of  classifying  data,  such  as  by 
areas  of  program  requirements  or  use  of 
error-prone  profiles,  to  provide  a  basis 
for  studying  the  data  and  determining 
trends  including  significant 
characteristics  and  their  relationships. 

(2)  Error-prone  profiles,  (i)  An  error- 
prone  profile  is  the  product  of  a 
statistical  analysis  of  quality  control 
data.  Its  objective  is  the  identification  of 
clusters  of  cases  characterized  by 
particular  caseworker,  socio-economic, 
or  other  household  traits  which  have  a 
high  probability  of  agency  or  participant 
error.  In  its  simplest  form,  a  profile  is  a 
description  of  characteristics  which  are 
most  strongly  associated  with  errors. 
With  this  information,  attention  can  be 
focused  on  areas  where  errors  are  most 
likely  to  occur. 

(ii)  Any  State  agency  that  prepares  an 
error-prone  profile  and  any  State  agency 
that  is  provided  an  error-prone  profile 
by  FNS  shall  use  the  profiles  as  part  of 
the  data  analysis  process  to  provide  a 
basis  for  the  formulation  and  evaluation 
of  corrective  action. 

(3)  Although  quality  control  is 
designed  to  produce  Statewide 
estimates  of  the  frequency  and  cost  of 
errors,  it  can  also  provide  useful 


information  about  smaller  areas  within 
the  State.  In  addition  to  the  analysis  of 
the  Statewide  quality  control  sample. 
States  shall  examine  the  quality  control 
review  findings  from  project  areas  with 
an  average  monthly  participating 
caseload  irr  excess  of  35,000  households 
and  incorporate  the  results  in  its 
corrective  action  planning. 

(b)  Evaluation .  Evaluation  is  the 
process  of  determining  the  cause(s)  of 
each  deficiency,  magnitude  of  the 
deficiency,  and  geographic  extend  of  the 
deficiency,  to  provide  the  basis  for 
planning  and  developing  effective 
corrective  action. 

(c)  Each  State  agency  must  analyze 
and  evaluate  at  the  State  and  project 
area  levels  all  management  information 
sources  available  to: 

(1)  Identify  all  deficiencies  in  program 
operations  and  systems; 

(2)  Identify  causal  factors  and  their 
relationships; 

(3)  Identify  magnitude  of  each 
deficiency,  where  appropriate  (This  is 
the  frequency  of  each  deficiency 
occurring  based  on  the  number  of 
program  records  reviewed  and,  where 
applicable,  the  amount  of  loss  either  to 
the  program  or  participants  or  potential 
participants  in  terms  of  dollars.  The 
State  agency  shall  include  an  estimate 
of  the  number  of  participants  or 
potential  participants  affected  by  the 
existence  of  the  deficiency,  if 
applicable); 

(4)  Determine  the  geographic  extent  of 
each  deficiency  (e.g..  Statewide/ 
individual  project  area  or  management 
unit);  and, 

(5)  Provide  a  basis  for  management 
decisions  on  planning,  implementing, 
and  evaluating  coirective  action. 

(d)  Management  information  sources 
which  shall  be  used  in  the  data  analysis 
and  evaluation  process  at  the  State 
agency  and  project  areas  levels  include 
but  are  not  limited  to;  Quality  control 
reviews:  error-prone  profiles; 
administrative  cost  reviews; 
management  evaluation  reviews 
including  State  agency  monitoring  of  the 
effectiveness  of  corrective  action  efforts; 
FNS  reviews  and  assessments  of  State 
operations;  civil  rights  review 
summaries;  audits;  investigation 
summaries;  corrective  action  plans; 
outreach  plans  and  reports;  information 
obtained  from  the  State's  complaint 
procedures;  fair  hearing  findings;  credits 
for  lost  benefits:  fiscal  claims  against 
participants;  participants  prosecutions; 
court  suits;  work  registration /job  search 
reports:  racial /ethnic  data  reports; 
coupon  accountability  reports:  budget 
and  expense  reports;  mail  issuance 
replacement  reports;  comments  from 


participants,  advocacy  groups,  and  other 
interested  parties. 

(e)  In  the  evaluation  of  data, 
situations  may  arise  where  the  Stale 
agency  identifies  the  existence  of  a 
deficiency,  but  after  reviewing  all 
available  management  information 
sources  sufficient  information  is  not 
available  to  make  a  determination  of  the 
actual  causal  factor(s),  magnitude,  or 
geographic  extent  necessary  for  the 
development  of  appropriate  corrective 
action.  In  these  situations,  the  Slate 
agency  shall  be  responsible  for 
gathering  additional  data  necessary  to 
make  these  determinations.  This  action 
may  include,  but  is  not  limited  to, 
conducting  additional  full  or  partial  MF, 
reviews  in  one  or  more  project  areas/ 
management  units  or  discussions  with 
appropriate  officials. 

(f)  Deficiencies  identified  from  all 
management  information  sources  must 
be  analyzed  and  evaluated  together  to 
determine  their  causes,  magnitude,  and 
geographic  extent.  Causes  indicated  and 
deficiencies  identified  must  be 
examined  to  determine  if  they  are 
attributable  to  a  single  cause  and  can  be 
effectively  eliminated  by  a  single  action. 
Deficiencies  and  causes  identified  must 
also  be  compared  to  the  results  of  past 
corrective  action  efforts  to  determine  if 
the  new  problems  arise  from  the  causal 
factors  which  contributed  to  the 
occurrence  or  previously  identified 
deficiencies. 

(g)  Data  analysis  and  evaluation  must 
he  an  ongoing  process  to  facilitate  the 
development  of  effective  and  prompt 
corrective  action.  The  process  shall  also 
identify  when  deficiencies  have  been 
eliminated  through  corrective  action 
efforts,  and  shall  provide  for  the 
reevaluation  of  deficiencies  and  causes 
when  it  is  determined  that  corrective 
action  has  not  been  effective. 

Subpart  E — Corrective  Action 

§275.16  Corrective  action  planning. 

(a)  Corrective  action  planning  is  the 
process  by  which  State  agencies  and 
FNS  shall  determine  appropriate  actions 
to  reduce  substantially  or  eliminate 
deficiencies  in  program  operations  and 
provide  responsive  service  to  eligible 
households. 

(b)  The  State  agency  and  project 
area(s)/management  unitjs),  as 
appropriate,  shall  implement  corrective 
action  on  all  identified  deficiencies.  In 
planning  corrective  action,  the  State 
agency  shall  determine  if  correction  of 
the  deficiency  requires  action  by  the 
State  agency,  the  project  area/ 
management  unit,  or  the  combined 
efforts  of  both.  Deficiencies  requiring 
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action  by  the  State  agency  or  the 
combined  efforts  of  the  State  agency 
and  the  project  area(s)/management 
unit(s)  in  the  planning,  development; 
and  implementation  of  corrective  action 
are  those  which: 

(1)  Result  from  State  agency  causal 
factors  (e.g.,  inadequate  or  incorrect 
manuals,  training  materials,  or 
operational  guidelines;  inadequate  State 
staff;  problems  with  Statewide  computer 
system;  problems  with  Statewide  mail 
issuance  system); 

(2)  Constitute  a  Statewide  trend, 
including  non-casefile  related 
deficiencies  (e.g.,  inadequate  security, 
failure  to  conform  to  outreach 
requirements,  inadequate  facilities,  etc.) 
when  it  is  determined  from  any 
source(s)  that  such  uncorrected 
deficiencies  are  occurring  at  the  same 
time  in  25  percent  or  more  of  the  project 
areas/management  units  or  25  percent 
or  more  of  the  local  certification  or 
issuance  offices  if  the  State  has  only  one 
FNS  designated  project  area.  A 
Statewide  trend  shall  also  include 
casefile  related  deficiencies  (e.g., 
application  processing,  work 
registration,  etc.)  whenever  the  State 
agency  determines  through  its  constant 
monitoring  of  uncorrected  deficiencies 
in  project  area/management  unit  CAP’s 
that  such  deficiencies  have  been 
identified  by  regular  ME  reviews  as 
occurring  in  5  percent  or  more  of  the 
records  examined  in  25  percent  or  more 
of  the  State’s  total  project  areas/ 
management  units  or  in  25  percent  or 
more  of  the  local  certification  or 
issuance  offices  if  the  State  has  only  one 
FNS  designated  project  area.  States 
shall  continuously  review  data  sources 
as  outlined  in  §  275.15(c)  to  determine 
exactly  when  uncorrected  deficiencies 
constitute  a  Statewide  trend; 

(3)  Are  the  causes  for  a  cumulative 
allotment  error  rate  of  5  percent  or  more 
for  any  reporting  period.  (Actions  to 
correct  errors  in  individual  cases, 
however,  shall  not  be  submitted  as  part 
of  the  State  plan); 

(4)  Are  the  causes  of  other  errors/ 
deficiencies  detected  through  quality 
control,  including  errors  in  negative 
cases  and  administrative  deficiencies. 
(Actions  to  correct  errors  in  individual 
cases,  however,  shall  not  be  submitted 
as  part  of  the  State  plan); 

(5)  Are  identified  by  FNS  reviews  or 
USDA  audits  or  investigations  at  the 
State  agency  or  project  area  level 
(except  deficiencies  in  isolated  cases  as 
indicated  by  FNS);  and 

(6)  Are  patterns  of  errors  identified  in 
large  project  areas/management  units. 
(Isolated  occurrences  of  errors  as 


determined  by  the  State  shall  be 
excluded.) 

(c)  The  State  agency  shall  ensure  that 
appropriate  corrective  action  is  taken  on 
all  deficiencies  including  each  case 
found  to  be  in  error  by  quality  control 
reviews  and  those  deficiencies  requiring 
corrective  action  only  at  the  project  area 
level.  Moreover,  when  a  substantial 
number  of  deficiencies  are  identified 
which  require  State  agency  level  and/or 
project  area/management  unit 
corrective  action,  the  State  agency  and/ 
or  project  area/management  unit  shall 
establish  an  order  or  priority- to  ensure 
that  the  most  serious  deficiencies  are 
addressed  immediately  and  corrected  as 
soon  as  possible.  Primary  factors  to  be 
considered  when  determining  the  most 
serious  deficiencies  are: 

(1)  Magnitude  of  the  deficiency  (the 
frequency  of  each  deficiency  occurring 
based  on  the  number  of  program  records 
reviewed  and,  where  appropriate,  the 
amount  of  loss  in  terms  of  dollars  either 
to  the  program  or  participants  or 
potential  participants); 

(2)  Geographic  extent  of  the 
deficiency  (e.g..  Statewide/project  area 
or  management  unit); 

(3)  Anticipated  results  of  corrective 
actions;  and 

(4)  High  probability  of  errors 
occurring  as  identified  through  all 
management  evaluation  sources. 

(d)  In  planning  corrective  action,  the 
State  shall  coordinate  actions  in  the 
areas  of  data  analysis,  policy 
development,  quality  control,  program 
evaluation,  operations,  administrative 
cost  management,  civil  rights,  training, 
and  outreach  activities  to  develop 
appropriate  and  effective  corrective 
action  measures. 

§  275.17  State  corrective  action  plan. 

(a)  State  agencies  shall  prepare  a 
corrective  action  plan  addressing  those 
deficiencies  specified  in  §  275.16(b)  as 
requiring  action  by  the  State  agency  or 
the  combined  efforts  of  the  State  agency 
and  the  project  area(s)/management 
unit(s).  This  corrective  action  plan  is  an 
open-ended  plan  and  shall  remain  in 
effect  until  all  deficiencies  in  program 
operations  have  been  eliminated.  Any 
deficiencies  detected  through  any  source 
not  previously  reported  to  FNS  which 
require  incorporation  into  the  State 
Corrective  Action  Plan  shall  be 
submitted  to  FNS  within  60  days  of 
identification.  As  deficiencies  are 
eliminated,  the  State  agency  shall  notify 
FNS  in  writing.  The  State  shall  be 
responsible  for  documenting  why  each 
deficiency  is  being  eliminated  from  the 
Plan.  The  elimination  of  any  deficiency 


from  the  Plan  will  be  subject  to  FNS 
review  and  validation. 

(b)  Content.  State  corrective  action 
plans  shall  contain,  but  not  necessarily 
be  limited  to,  the  following,  based  on  the 
most  recent  information  available: 

(1)  Specific  description  and 
identification  of  each  deficiency; 

(2)  Source(s)  through  which  the 
deficiency  was  detected; 

(3)  Magnitude  of  each  deficiency,  if 
appropriate  (this  is  the  frequency  of 
each  deficiency’s  occurrence  based  on 
the  number  of  program  records  reviewed 
and,  where  applicable,  the  amount  of 
loss  in  terms  of  dollars  either  to  the 
program  or  participants  or  potential 
participants.  The  State  agency  shall  also 
include  an  estimate  of  the  number  of 
participants  or  potential  participants 
affected  by  the  existence  of  the 
deficiency,  if  applicable); 

(4)  Geographic  extent  of  the 
deficiency  (e.g..  Statewide/project  area 
or  management  unit — specific  project 
areas  in  which  the  deficiency  occurs): 

(5)  Identification  of  causal  factor(s) 
contributing  to  the  occurrence  of  each 
deficiency; 

(6)  Identification  of  any  action  already 
completed  to  eliminate  the  deficiency; 

(7)  For  each  deficiency,  an  outline  of 
actions  to  be  taken,  the  expected 
outcome  of  each  action,  the  target  date 
for  each  action,  and  the  date  by  which 
each  deficiency  will  have  been 
eliminated;  and 

(8)  For  each  deficiency,  a  description 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  State  agency 
will  monitor  and  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  the  corrective  action  in 
eliminating  the  deficiency. 

§  275  18  Project  area/management  unit 
corrective  action  plan. 

(a)  Project  areas/management  units 
shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  State 
agency  a  corrective  action  plan 
addressing  those  deficiencies  which  will 
not  be  included  in  the  State  corrective 
action  plan.  This  corrective  action  plan 
is  an  open-ended  plan  and  shall  remain 
in  effect  until  all  deficiencies  in  program 
operations  have  been  eliminated.  Any 
deficiencies  detected  through  any  source 
not  previously  reported  to  the  State 
agency  which  require  incorporation  into 
the  Project  Area/Management  Unit 
Corrective  Action  Plan  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  State  agency  within  60 
days  of  identification.  As  deficiencies 
are  eliminated,  the  project  area/ 
management  unit  shall  notify  the  State 
agency  in  writing.  The  project  area / 
management  unit  shall  be  responsible 
for  documenting  why  each  deficiency  is 
being  eliminated  from  the  Plan.  The 
elimination  of  any  deficiency  from  the 
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Plan  will  be  subject  to  State  agency  and 
FNS  review  and  validation. 

(b)  Content.  Project  area/management 
unit  corrective  action  plans  shall 
contain,  but  not  necessarily  be  limited  to 
the  following,  based  on  the  most  recent 
information  available: 

(1)  Specific  description  and 
identification  of  each  deficiency: 

(2)  Source(s)  through  which  the 
deficiency  was  detected; 

(3)  Magnitude  of  each  deficiency,  if 
appropriate  (this  is  the  frequency  of 
each  deficiency’s  occurrence  based  on 
the  number  of  program  records  reviewed 
and,  where  appropriate,  the  amount  of 
loss  in  terms  of  dollars  either  to  the 
program  or  participants  or  potential 
participants.  The  project  area/ 
management  unit  shall  also  include  an 
estimate  of  the  number  of  participants 
or  potential  participants  affected  by  the 
existence  of  the  deficiency,  if 
applicable]: 

(4)  Geographic  extent  of  the 
deficiency  (throughout  the  project  area/ 
management  unit  or  only  in  specific 
offices); 

(5)  Identification  of  causal  factor(s) 
contributing  to  the  occurrence  of  each 
deficiency; 

(6)  Identification  of  any  action  already 
completed  to  eliminate  the  deficiency; 

(7)  For  each  deficiency,  an  outline  of 
actions  to  be  taken,  the  expected 
outcome  of  each  action,  the  target  date 
for  each  action,  the  date  by  which  each 
deficiency  will  have  been  eliminated; 
and 

(8)  For  each  deficiency,  a  description 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  project  area/ 
management  unit  will  monitor  and 
evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the 
corrective  action  in  eliminating  the 
deficiency. 

(c)  State  agencies  may  establish 
additional  requirements  for  project 
areas/management  units  in  planning, 
implementing  and  reporting  corrective 
action  to  assist  the  State  agency's 
efforts  in  fulfilling  its  responsibilities  in 
determining  which  deficiencies  must  be 
addressed  in  the  State  corrective  action 
plan  and  to  monitor  and  evaluate 
project  area/management  unit 
corrective  action  efforts. 

§275.19  Monitoring  and  evaluation. 

(a)  The  State  agency  shall  establish  a 
system  for  monitoring  and  evaluating 
corrective  action  at  the  State  and  project 
area  levels.  Monitoring  and  evaluation 
shall  be  an  ongoing  process  to  determine 
that  deficiencies  are  being  substantially 
reduced  or  eliminated  in  an  efficient 
manner  and  that  the  program  provides 
responsive  service  to  eligible 
households. 


(b)  The  State  agency  shall  ensure  that 
correcitve  action  on  all  deficiencies 
identified  in  the  State  Corrective  Action 
Plan  and  Project  Area/Management 
Unit  Corrective  Action  Plan  is 
implemented  are  achieves  the 
anticipated  results  within  the  specified 
time  frames.  The  State  agency  shall 
monitor  and  evaluate  corrective  action 
at  the  State  and  project  levels  through  a 
combination  or  reports,  field  reviews, 
and  examination  of  current  data 
available  through  program  management 
tools  and  other  sources. 

(c)  In  instances  where  the  State 
agency  and/or  the  project  area/ 
management  unit  determines  that  the 
proposed  corrective  action  is  not 
effective  in  reducing  substantially  or 
eliminating  deficiencies,  the  State 
agency  and/or  the  project  area/ 
management  unit  shall  promptly 
reevaluate  the  deficiency,  causes,  and 
the  corrective  action  taken,  and  develop 
and  implement  new  corrective  actions. 

Subpart  F— Responsibilities  for 
Reporting  on  Program  Performance 

Note. — Reports  on  program  performance 
are  intended  to  provide  the  State  an 
opportunity  to  determine  compliance  with 
program  requirements,  identify  and  resolve 
emerging  problems,  and  assess  the 
effectiveness  of  actions  that  have  been  taken 
to  correct  existing  problems.  States’  reports 
enable  FNS  to  assess  the  nationwide  status 
of  eligibility  and  basis  of  issuance 
determinations,  to  ensure  State  compliance 
with  Federal  requirements,  to  assist  States  in 
improving  and  strengthening  their  programs, 
and  to  develop  Federal  policies.  Reports  must 
be  submitted  in  duplicate  to  the  appropriate 
FNS  Regional  Office  according  to  the  time 
frames  established  in  §  §  275.20,  275.21,  and 
275.22. 

§  275.20  ME  review  reports. 

(a)  Review  Schedules\  1)  Each  State 
agency  shall  submit  to  the  appropriate 
FNS  Regional  Office  a  review  schedule 
for  performance  of  ME  reviews,  which 
shall  cover  2  years  of  review  activity 
(January  1  of  each  even  numbered  year 
through  December  31  of  the  following 
year). 

(2)  The  review  schedules  shall  include 
the  followi-"  information: 

(i)  Total  number  of  large  project 
areas/management  units  in  the  State; 

(ii)  Total  number  of  small  project 
areas/management  units  in  the  State; 

(iii)  A  list  of  each  project  area / 
management  unit  to  be  reviewed,  by 
month,  beginning  January  1  of  each  new 
biennial  period.  Notations  shall  be  made 
to  identify  those  that  are  large  project 
areas/large  management  units; 

(3)  Review  schedules  must  be 
submitted  for  approval  to  the 


appropriate  FNS  Regional  Office  no 
later  than  November  1  of  each  odd 
numbered  year.  These  schedules  must 
ensure  that  all  project  areas/ 
management  units  will  be  reviewed 
during  the  biennial  period. 

(4)  States  shall  notify  the  appropriate 
FNS  Regional  Office  of  all  changes  in 
review  schedules. 

(5)  During  the  period  between  the  date 
that  regular  ME  reviews  are  resumed 
and  January  1, 1980  (the  date  the  first 
review  schedule  submitted  in 
accordance  with  this  subpart  becomes 
effective),  States  shall  review  the  project 
areas  scheduled  for  review  according  to 
the  schedule  submitted  for  the  period 
from  January  1, 1978  through  December 
31, 1979.  For  example,  if  ME  reviews  are 
resumed  on  July  1, 1979,  States  shall 
review  the  project  areas  originally 
scheduled  between  July  and  December 
of  1979.  If  regular  reviews  are  resumed 
on  October  1, 1979,  States  shall  review 
those  project  areas  designated  for 
review  in  October,  November  and 
December  of  1979,  and  so  forth.  States 
deviating  from  their  1978/1979  review 
schedules  must  notify  FNS  of  their 
changes. 

§  275.21  Quality  control  review  reports. 

(a)  States  shall  submit  the  edited 
results  of  all  quality  control  reviews  as 
coded  on  the  Data  Sheet  of  Form  FNS- 
245  to  FNS  no  later  than  90  days  from 
the  end  of  each  reporting  period.  Data 
submitted  to  FNS  later  than  90  days 
from  the  end  of  each  reporting  period 
will  not  be  processed  and  will  not  be 
reflected  in  the  States’  completed 
quality  control  sample.  The  data  shall 
be  submitted  in  a  format  specified  by 
FNS.  Every  case  selected  in  the  active  or 
negative  sample  must  be  accounted  for 
and  reported  to  FNS,  including  cases  not 
subject  to  review,  not  completed,  and 
completed. 

§  275.22  State  corrective  action  plans. 

(a)  The  first  State  Corrective  Action 
plan  prepared  in  accordance  with  the 
regulations  shall  be  submitted  to  FNS 
for  approval  by  October  1, 1979. 
Subsequent  to  the  approval  of  the 
original  Plan,  proposed  corrective  action 
for  all  deficiencies  identified  as 
requiring  State  agency  level  action  or 
combined  State  and  project  level  action 
shall  be  submitted  to  FNS  for  approval 
within  60  days  after  identification.  FNS 
may,  when  warranted,  require  a  State 
agency  to  develop,  submit,  and 
implement  corrective  actions  at  any 
point  within  the  60  days.  The  State 
corrective  action  plan  and  all 
subsequent  amendments  shall  be  signed 
by  either  the  State  Welfare 
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Commissioner  or  a  designated  official 
who  has  the  authority  to  effect 
corrective  action. 

(b)  Each  State  agency  shall  advise 
FNS  immediately  upon  becoming  aware 
that  previously  reported  corrective 
actions  will  not  be  effective  in 
eliminating  a  deficiency  or  projected 
target  dates  will  not  be  met.  Each  State 
agency  will  then  submit  an  update  to  the 
corrective  action  plan  within  60  days. 
When  the  reasons  for  inadequate 
corrective  actions  are  unacceptable  to 
FNS,  the  warnings  specified  in  Part  276 
of  this  chapter  will  be  applied. 

Subpart  G— Program  Performance  and 
Administrative  Cost  Sharing 

§  275.23  Determination  of  State  agency 
program  performance. 

la)  FNS  shall  determine  the  efficiency 
and  effectiveness  of  a  State's 
administration  of  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  by  measuring:  (1)  State 
compliance  with  the  standards 
contained  in  the  Food  Stamp  Act. 
Regulations.  FNS  approved  State 
manuals  and  the  State  Plan  of 
Operation;  and  (2)  State  efforts  to 
improve  program  operations  through 
corrective  action. 

(b)  This  determination  shall  be  made 
based  on:  (1)  Reports  submitted  to  FNS 
by  the  State;  (2)  FNS  reviews  of  State 
agency  operations;  (3)  State 
performance  reporting  systems  and 
corrective  action  efforts;  and  (4)  other 
available  information  such  as  Federal 
audits  and  investigations,  civil  rights 
reviews,  administrative  cost  data, 
complaints,  and  any  pending  litigation. 

(cj  Federal  Enhanced  Funding.  (1) 
When  a  State  agency  reports  cumulative 
allotment  error  rates  of  less  than  5 
percent  with  respect  to  basic  program 
eligibility,  overissuance,  and 
underissuance  of  coupons  as  determined 
by  quality  control,  FNS  will  conduct 
reviews  to: 

(1)  Validate  the  State’s  reported 
cumulative  allotment  error  rates  as 
provided  in  Subpart  A,  §  275  to  ensure 
error  rates  of  less  than  5  percent. 

(ii)  Ensure  that  the  sampling 
techniques  used  by  the  State  are  FNS — 
approved  procedures  as  established  in 
Subpart  C,  §  275  of  these  regulations; 
and 

(iii)  Validate  the  State’s  quality 
control  completion  rate  to  ensure  that 
the  rate  is  at  the  level  required  by 

§  275.11(f)  of  these  regulations. 

(2)  After  completion  of  the  review 
specified  in  paragraph  (c)(1)  of  this 
section  by  FNS  and  a  determination  that 
the  State's  error  rates  are  in  fact  less 
than  5  percent,  a  State  agency’s 


Federally  funded  share  of  administrative 
costs  shall  be  increased  to  60  percent  for 
the  QC  review  period  in  which  the 
State’s  error  rates  are  less  than  5 
percent. 

(3)  States  entitled  to  enhanced  funding 
shall  receive  such  funding  on  a 
retroactive  basis  only  for  the  review 
period  in  which  their  cumulative 
allotment  error  rates  are  less  than  5 
percent.  The  procedures  for  enhanced 
funding  are  described  in  Part  277  of  this 
chapter. 

Note. — The  Food  and  Nutrition  Service  has 
determined  that  this  document  contains  a 
major  proposal  requiring  preparation  of  a 
Draft  Impact  Analysis  and  certifies  that  a 
Draft  Impact  Analysis  has  been  prepared. 
Copies  are  available  for  public  inspection  at 
Room  658,  500  12th  Street.  S.W.,  Washington. 
D.C.  during  regular  business  hours,  and 
copies  may  be  obtained  form  Nancy  Snyder, 
Deputy  Administrator  for  Family  Nutrition 
Programs.  FNS.  USD  A,  Washington,  D.C. 
20250. 

(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
Programs  No.  10.551,  Food  Stamps) 

Dated:  April  3. 1979. 

Carol  Tucker  Foreman. 

Assistant  Secretary. 

[Arndt.  No.  142) 

|FR  Doc.  79-10928  Filed  4-9-79:  8:45  am) 

BILLING  CODE  3410-30-M 


(7  CFR  Parts  271,272] 

Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977 

AGENCY:  Food  and  Nutrition  Service. 
USD  A 

action:  Proposed  rule. 

summary:  This  proposed  rulemaking 
sets  forth  requirements  for  implementing 
the  outreach  provisions  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1977.  Additionally,  this 
proposed  rulemaking  sets  forth 
procedures  that  State  agencies  must 
follow  in  handling  complaints  about  the 
operation  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program. 
These  procedures  were  developed  to 
improve  services  to  program 
participants  and  potential  participants 
and  to  help  identify  and  remove  barriers 
to  participation  in  the  Food  Stamp 
Program. 

OATES:  Comments  must  be  received  not 
later  than  May  21, 1979  in  order  to  be 
assured  of  consideration. 

ADDRESS:  Comments  should  be 
submitted  to:  Nancy  Snyder,  Deputy 
Administrator  for  Family  Nutrition 
Programs,  Food  and  Nutrition  Service. 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.  20250. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Susan  McAndrew,  Acting  Chief, 

Program  Standards  Branch,  Program 


Development  Division,  Family  Nutrition 
Programs,  Food  and  Nutrition  Service, 
Washington,  D.C.  20250  (202)  477-6535. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION: 

State  Complaint  Procedure 

While  households  may  pursue 
complaints  concerning  eligibility 
determinations  and  levels  of  benefits 
through  the  fair  hearing  system  specified 
in  §  273.15,  and  complaints  alleging 
discrimination  through 
nondiscrimination  procedures  specified 
in  §  272.7,  there  is  no  requirement  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  or  provision  in 
current  regulations  for  resolution  of 
individual  complaints  concerning  other 
service  problems.  Examples  of  these 
complaints  would  include  insufficient 
hours  of  service  at  certification  and 
issuance  offices,  long  waiting  lines  at 
those  offices,  and  delays  in  application 
processing. 

These  individual  complaints  are 
currently  handled  on  an  informal  basis 
that  may  vary  from  project  area  to 
project  area,  therefore,  households  are 
not  provided  assurance  that  their 
complaints  will  be  handled  in  a  timely 
fashion.  The  program  reviews  conducted 
under  the  Performance  Reporting 
System  are  too  infrequent  and  limited  in 
scope  to  identify  all  such  barriers  as 
they  arise. 

The  Department  therefore  proposes 
establishing  a  requirement  that  State 
agencies  adopt  procedures  for  handling 
complaints.  These  procedures,  which 
provide  for  specific  State  options,  would 
both  ensure  timely  resolution  of 
individual  complaints  and  facilitate 
State  agency  efforts  to  maximize  service 
to  households. 

States  would  be  provided  the  option 
of  establishing  either  a  complaint 
system  at  the  State  level  only,  or  a  “two- 
tiered”  system  involving  both  State  and 
local  levels.  In  a  "State  level  only" 
system,  complainants  would  file  their 
complaints  directly  at  the  State  level.  In 
a  two-tiered  system,  each  complainant 
would  have  the  choice  of  filing  the 
complaint  at  the  local  or  the  State  level. 

State  agencies  would  be  required  to 
designate  staff  at  the  State  level  to 
handle  complaints.  These  State 
complaint  coordinators  would 
coordinate  the  receipt  of  complaints, 
refer  complaints  to  the  proper  officials 
for  resolution,  and  maintain 
documentation  of  complaints. 

The  Department  proposes  to  allow 
States  discretion  in  determining  whether 
to  designate  full  or  part-time  staff.  State 
agencies  would  be  expected  to  provide 
staff  adequate  to  handle  complaints 
within  the  timeframes  established  by 
this  proposal.  The  staff  designated  to 
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handle  complaints  should  be 
knowledgeable  in  all  aspects  of  program 
operations  and  have  the  ability  to 
quickly  analyze  problems.  States  would 
be  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the  staff 
at  all  levels  who  are  responsible  for 
handling  complaints  have  ready  access 
to  appropriate  officials  responsible  for 
correcting  problems  and  receive 
cooperation  in  their  efforts  to  respond  to 
complainants. 

In  considering  whether  to  propose 
that  as  part  of  a  two-tiered  system, 
complainants  should  be  allowed  initially 
to  file  a  complaint  either  at  the  project 
area  level  or  at  the  State  level,  the 
Department  considered  two  problems. 
The  first  was  that  by  permitting 
households  to  bypass  the  local  level  and 
file  directly  at  the  State  level,  some 
complaints  which  would  be  handled  at 
the  State  level  could  be  better  handled 
at  the  local  level.  The  second  problem 
was  that  restricting  complainants  to  the 
local  level  could  in  some  instances 
provide  an  unsatisfactory  remedy  to 
complaints,  since  a  local  office  which 
was  the  source  of  many  complaints  may 
not  resolve  them  satisfactorily.  The 
Department  decided  that  the  importance 
of  ensuring  satisfactory  resolution  of 
complaints  outweighed  the 
disadvantages  of  offering  households 
this  option.  The  Department  believes 
that  where  local  offices  enjoy  the 
reputation  of  being  responsive  to 
household  grievances,  most 
complainants  will  file  their  complaints 
directly  at  the  local  level. 

The  Department  proposes  that 
complainants  may  file  complaints  in 
person,  by  telephone,  in  writing,  or 
through  another  person  or  agency  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  complainant.  These 
regulations  also  provide  that 
complainants  shall  have  60  days  from 
the  date  of  the  alleged  incident  to  file  a 
complaint.  This  60  day  standard  is 
considerably  shorter  than  the  90  days 
allowed  for  requestng  a  fair  hearing. 
However,  the  Department  believes  this 
shorter  standard  is  appropriate,  because 
in  most  cases  there  will  not  be  a  written 
record  such  as  a  casefile  to  serve  as  the 
basis  of  an  investigation  of  the 
complaint.  Therefore,  complaints  should 
be  investigated  soon  after  the 
occurrence  of  the  alleged  incident  which 
is  the  basis  of  the  complaint.  Further,  the 
Department  believes  it  unlikely  that 
households  would  wait  as  long  as  90 
days  to  file  a  complaint. 

In  order  to  limit  complaints  processed 
through  these  procedures  to  those  for 
which  no  other  procedures  exists, 
complaints  alleging  discrimination  on 
the  basis  of  race,  sex,  age,  religious 
creed,  national  origin,  political  beliefs, 


or  handicap  would  be  processed 
according  to  the  procedures  outlined  in 
|  272.7  of  the  October  17, 1978 
regulations.  Complaints  alleging  an 
improper  eligibility  determination  or 
incorrect  level  of  benefits  would  be 
handled  through  the  fair  hearing  system. 
Upon  receipt  of  a  complaint  to  be 
handled  by  a  fair  hearing,  the  official 
receiving  the  complaint  would  provide 
the  complainant  with  an  explanation  of 
how  and  where  to  request  a  fair  hearing, 
the  availablity  of  continued  benefits  if 
appropriate,  and  the  timeliness 
standards  for  requesting  a  fair  hearing 
and  receiving  a  decision.  The 
Department  is  proposing  that  States 
have  the  option  to  concurrently  review 
problems  through  the  fair  hearing 
system  and  the  complaint  procedures  if 
a  State  believed  the  complaint  warrants 
concurrent  review. 

Upon  receipt  of  a  complaint,  if  the 
State  has  chosen  a  two-tiered  system, 
the  official  receiving  the  complaint 
would  record  the  name,  address  and 
telephone  number  or  other  means  of 
contacting  the  person  making  the 
complaint;  the  office  which  is  the 
subject  of  the  complaint;  the  specific 
nature  and  date  of  the  incident  or  the 
aspect  of  program  operations  which 
caused  the  person  to  file  the  complaint; 
and  the  date  the  complaint  was  filed. 
The  official  receiving  the  complaint 
would  then  evaluate  the  complaint  and 
refer  it  to  the  appropriate  official  for 
resolution.  Within  60  days  of  receipt  of 
the  complaint,  the  project  area  would 
notify  both  the  complainant  and  the 
State  complaint  coordinator  of  the 
actions  taken  or  actions  to  be  taken  to 
resolve  the  complaint,  or  reasons  why 
no  action  could  be  taken. 

When  the  complainant  contacts  the 
State  level  directly,  the  State  level 
official  receiving  the  complaint  would 
document  the  complaint,  evaluate  it,  and 
refer  it  to  the  appropriate  official  for 
resolution.  Within  60  days  of  receipt  of 
the  complaint,  the  State  coordinator 
would  notify  the  complainant  of  the 
actions  taken  or  to  be  taken  to  resolve 
the  complaint;  or  reasons  why  no  action 
could  be  taken. 

In  both  types  of  systems  the  State 
coordinator  would  be  responsible  for 
maintaining  records,  by  project  area,  of 
all  complaints  received  and  the 
responses  to  the  complaints.  The 
records  would  be  reviewed  and 
analyzed  by  the  State  coordinator  at 
least  semiannually  to  identify  patterns 
of  deficiencies  in  local  offices  and/or 
project  areas  as  indicated.  Patterns  of 
deficiencies  refer  to  actual  problems 
which  are  identified  by  multiple 
complaints  in  a  local  office  as  well  as 


problems  identifed  by  complaints 
throughout  the  project  area.  For 
example,  a  pattern  of  deficiencies  could 
be  represented  by  several  complaints, 
which  have  been  investigated  and 
determined  to  be  valid,  regarding 
excessive  waiting  lines  at  an  issuance 
site  or  an  improper  interpretation  of  a 
regulation.  In  addition,  the  State 
coordinator  would  use  the  semiannual 
analysis  to  determine  if  deficiencies 
identified  by  complaints  are  occurring 
throughout  the  State. 

The  Department  is  proposing  that  the 
State  complaint  coordinator, 
immediately  upon  completion  of  the 
semiannual  analysis,  provide  the  results 
of  the  analysis  to  the  Performance 
Reporting  System  coordinator  for 
appropriate  action.  The  information  to 
be  provided  to  the  Performance 
Reporting  System  coordinator  would 
include  but  not  necessarily  be  limited  to; 
Identification  of  patterns  of  deficiencies 
in  local  offices  and/or  project  areas; 
identification  of  deficiencies  that  are 
occurring  throughout  the  State; 
identification  of  causes  of  deficiencies 
as  determined  from  the  semiannual 
analysis;  and  data  relative  to  complaints 
which  indicates  that  a  pattern  may 
exist,  however,  the  data  is  insufficient 
and  inconclusive  in  terms  of  the  causes 
and  the  extent  of  the  pattern  or  trend. 
The  Performance  Reporting  System 
coordinator  could  refer  the  findings  to 
the  appropriate  project  area  for 
inclusion  in  a  project  area  corrective 
action  plan  or  address  the  problem  in 
the  State  Corrective  Action  Plan.  In 
situations  where  the  causes  or  extent  of 
the  pattern  or  trend  could  not  be 
determined  in  sufficient  detail  to  allow 
development  of  effective  corrective 
action,  the  State  agency  would  take  the 
action  necessary  to  obtain  the 
information  which  is  needed  to 
determine  appropriate  corrective  action. 
This  action  could  include  additional  full 
or  partial  management  evaluation 
reviews  in  one  or  more  project  areas  in 
accordance  with  §  275.5. 

The  Department  is  proposing  that  to 
ensure  effective  operations  of  the 
complaint  procedure,  the  State  agency 
be  required  to  monitor  project  area 
compliance  with  the  requirements 
established  by  this  section  if  the  State 
uses  a  two-tiered  complaint  system.  FNS 
would  monitor  State  agency  compliance 
through  the  Performance  Reporting 
System. 

Outreach 

The  outreach  requirements  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  differ  in  several 
respects  from  the  outreach  requirements 
in  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as 
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amended.  First,  the  requiremertt  that 
State  agencies  “*  *  *  insure  the 
participation  of  eligible  households" 
(section  10(e)(5)  of  the  1964  Act)  was 
deleted.  According  to  the  Senate 
Report. 1  “the  phrase  ‘to  insure 
participation’  contained  in  the  current 
Act  is  not  used  because  of  the 
unintended  burden  it  placed  on  States  in 
effectively  administering  the  provision." 

Congress  also  added  a  prohibition 
against  USDA  funding  to  “outreach 
activities  of  a  noninforma tional  nature 
in  those  areas  in  which  a  federally 
funded  community  action  program  is  in 
operation  and  conducting  food  stamp 
outreach."  (Section  11  (e)(1)(B)  of  the 
Food  Act  of  1977.)  According  to  the 
House  Report,1  this  prohibition  was 
added  because  "the  Committee  was 
concerned  about  duplication  in  federally 
funded  food  stamp  outreach  with 
community  action  agencies  with  funds 
from  the  Community  Administration 
(CSA)  and  some  matching  monies  from 
the  Department  undertaking  outreach  at 
the  same  time  as  and  in  the  same  place 
that  State  agencies  were  performing 
identical  tasks." 

The  thrust  behind  these  changes  was 
to  provide  the  Department  with  greater 
discretion  in  its  response  to  outreach 
needs  and  to  eliminate  duplication  of 
effort.  Congress  did  not  intend,  however, 
that  outreach  efforts  be  decreased.  On 
the  contrary,  the  House  Report  points 
out:  “There  is  a  clear  need  for  accurate 
information  about  the  program  to  be 
disseminated  to  low-income  families. 
This  is  especially  true  because  this 
legislation  will  drastically  change 
eligibility  requirements  and  procedures. 
Low-income  families  should  be  informed 
about  how  the  ‘new’  Food  Stamp 
Program  would  work  and  about  their 
duties  and  responsibilities  under  the 
new  Program.”  Acting  on  this  concern, 
Congress  modified  the  outreach 
language  in  the  law  and  expanded  the 
notice  requirements.  As  now  stated  in 
section  11(e)(1)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of 
1977,  State  agencies  must  “*  *  *  inform 
low-income  households  about  the 
availability,  eligibility  requirements,  and 
benefits  of  the  food  stamp  program, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  notification 
to  recipients  of  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children,  supplemental 
security  income,  and  unemployment 
compensation,  distribution  of 
application  forms,  and  associated 
instructions  in  filling  out  such  forms, 
and  on  the  documentation  required  (to 
complete  the  certification  process).” 

The  outreach  regulations  proposed  by 
the  Department  require  State  agencies  to 


*  Senate  Report,  95-180  (May  16, 1977). 

*  House  Report,  95-464  (June  24, 1977). 


design  and  administer  outreach 
programs  that  facilitate  the  participation 
of  eligible  households  in  the  Food  Stamp 
Program.  To  maximize  effectiveness,  the 
Department  decided  that  eac'.  State 
agency’s  outreach  program  should  be 
responsive  to  the  particular  conditions 
and  barriers  to  participation  existing  in 
each  State.  For  example,  the  outreach 
techniques  that  would  be  successful 
regarding  rural  populations  may  be 
different  than  those  used  for  urban 
populations.  Other  variables  that  would 
have  to  be  taken  into  account  when 
designing  an  outreach  program  include, 
among  others,  the  size  of  the  State: 
geographical  barriers;  the  number  of 
potentially  eligible  households;  the 
availability  and  types  of  media  outlets; 
the  age,  cultural  backgrounds  and 
language  of  the  low-income  population; 
the  attitudes  of  people  toward  the  Food 
Stamp  Program;  the  extent  to  which 
people  participate  in  programs  such  as 
public  assistance,  general  assistance, 
medicaid.  SSI,  and  unemployment 
compensation;  the  availability  of 
transportation;  and  the  number  of 
groups,  agencies  and  organizations 
active  With  the  targeted  population.  In 
light  of  these  variables,  the  Department 
could  not  design  one  outreach  program 
to  efficiently  and  effectively  fit  all 
States.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
requirements  represent  general 
administrative  requirements  rather  than 
specific  “how-to”  requirements. 

Minimum  Requirements.  The 
Department  proposes  that  eight  general 
outreach  activities  be  built  into  each 
State  agency’s  outreach  program:  Using 
volunteers;  operating  a  referral  system; 
using  media  contacts;  distributing 
printed  materials;  targeting  areas  and 
groups  for  special  efforts;  coordinating 
outreach  efforts  with  Commodity  Food 
and  Nutrition  Program  grantees; 
identifying  and  removing  participation 
barriers;  and,  operating  a  hotline 
service.  These  activities,  in  the 
Department's  view,  are  basic  to  all 
effective  outreach  programs.  They  are 
intended  to  build  a  foundation  from 
which  State  agencies  can  design 
individual  programs. 

One  of  the  principal  required 
activities  contained  in  the  proposed 
regulations  is  the  recruitment  and  use  of 
volunteers.  The  Department  believes 
that  effective  communication  about  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  requires  contact 
with  as  many  potentially  eligible  people 
as  possible.  Many  volunteer  groups  and 
organizations  are  already  in  contact 
with  numbers  of  potentially  eligible  low- 
income  households  or  may  be  able  to 
easily  establish  that  communication. 
Therefore,  the  Department  is  proposing 


that  State  agencies  make  the 
recruitment  and  use  of  volunteers  an 
integral  part  of  outreach  efforts.  The 
proposed  regulations  list  several  specific 
groups  and  agencies  as  well  as  several 
types  of  groups  and  agencies  that 
outreach  staff  must  attempt  to  recruit. 
These  "potential"  volunteers  are  listed 
because  of  their  involvement  with  low- 
income  people  who  are  likely  to  be 
eligible  for  food  stamp  benefits.  The 
listing,  however,  is  not  exhaustive.  The 
proposal  requires  that  State  agencies 
contact  all  appropriate  volunteer 
agencies. 

The  proposal  also  requires  that 
outreach  staff  plan  for  die  use  of 
volunteered  services.  The  Department 
believes  that  volunteers  should  be  used 
to  the  fullest  extent  of  their  capabilities 
but  that  volunteer  recruitment  efforts 
could  be  wasted  if  there  is  insufficient 
advance  planning.  There  are  numerous 
activities  that  volunteers  can  be  called 
upon  to  do.  The  proposed  regulations 
mention  several  including  distributing 
outreach  materials,  prescreening 
applicants,  and  participating  in  the 
States’  referral  systems.  The  activities 
listed  in  the  regulations  are  intended  to 
be  examples  of  functions  volunteers  can 
perform.  States  are  encouraged  to  make 
full  use  of  volunteers.  To  help  ensure 
that  there  are  no  wasted  efforts  and  that 
volunteers  are  used  to  their  fullest 
capacity.  States  must  provide  training 
for  volunteers  in  food  stamp  policy  and 
procedures. 

State  agencies  are  also  required  to 
include  a  referral  service  program  in  the 
outreach  program.  The  Department 
believes  that  this  may  be  the  most 
effective  outreach  activity  that  the  State 
agency  undertakes.  Through  a  referral 
program,  low -income  individuals  are 
contacted  personally,  advised  of  their 
possible  eligibility  for  food  stamp 
benefits  and  directed  to  local  food 
stamp  offices  to  file  applications.  From 
the  Department’s  viewpoint,  this  active 
outreach  effort  will  be  more  effective 
than  a  passive  effort  such  as  keeping  a 
supply  of  food  stamp  pamphlets 
available  in  various  locations. 

The  proposal  requires  that  State 
agencies  include  public  assistance  and 
general  assistance  offices  in  their 
referral  systems.  Thus,  when  people 
apply  for  PA  or  GA  benefits  (and  are  not 
processed  under  the  joint  application 
rules  in  §  27 3.2(j>),  they  will  be  advised 
of  their  potential  eligibility  for  food 
stamp  benefits,  informed  about  the 
application  process  and  given  a  food 
stamp  application.  Since  the 
effectiveness  of  the  referral  systems  will 
increase  as  the  number  of  groups, 
organizations  and  agencies  participating 
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in  the  systems  increases,  the 
Department’s  proposal  requires  that 
State  agencies  attempt  to  enlist  as  many 
groups,  organizations  and  agencies  as 
possible.  A  list  of  groups,  organizations 
and  agencies  that  the  State  must  attempt 
to  incorporate  into  the  referral  system  is 
included  in  the  proposal.  The 
Department  expects  State  agencies  to 
identify  and  recruit  other  appropriate 
groups,  organizations  and  agencies.  Any 
groups  that  work  with  low-income 
people  would  likely  be  appropriate  to 
include  in  the  referral  system. 

In  addition  to  the  referral  system,  the 
Department  proposes  that  State 
agencies  refer  certain  people  to  other 
assistance  programs.  Specifically,  State 
agencies  shall  ensure  that  women  who 
are  pregnant  or  who  have  children  who 
are  under  five  years  of  age  (under  6 
years  of  age  in  the  case  of  the 
Commodity  Supplemental  Food 
Program)  are  referred  to  offices 
administering  the  Special  Supplemental 
Food  Program  for  Women,  Infants  and 
Children  (W1C  Program)  or  the 
Commodity  Supplemental  Food 
Program.  Additionally,  people  applying 
for  food  stamp  benefits  who  are  65  years 
of  age  or  older,  or  who  are  blind  or 
disabled  and  who  are  not  receiving 
Supplemental  Security  Income  (SSI) 
shall  be  referred  to  the  local  Social 
Security  Administration  office.  The 
Department  included  these  provisions  to 
target  referral  efforts  on  likely 
candidates  for  other  assistance  which  is 
designed  to  complement  food  stamp 
assistance.3 

A  third  activity  proposed  by  the 
Department  is  the  distribution  of  printed 
materials  about  the  Program.  In 
conjuction  with  the  use  of  volunteers, 
the  use  of  printed  materials  greatly 
expands  the  outreach  staffs  capacity  for 
reaching  low-income  people  without 
significant  cost  increases.  The  printed 
materia]  is  required  to  include 
information  about  eligibility 
requirements  and  Program  benefits,  the 
locations  and  hours  of  operation  of 
certification  offices,  basic  information 
about  the  application  process,  and  the 
toll  free  food  stamp  telephone  hotline 
number,  The  Department  is  preparing 
posters,  pamphlets  and  brochures  that 
can  be  used  by  States  for  this  purpose. 
An  initial  supply  of  these  materials  will 
be  made  available  to  States.  After  this 
supply  is  exhausted  States  will  be 
responsible  for  arranging  for  their  own 
materials.  They  may  use  the 
Department’s  materials,  adapt  the 


8  The  preamble  to  the  proposal  regarding  the  Food 
Distribution  Program  also  discusses  this  referral 
issue  143  FR  57803;  December  8, 1978). 


Department’s  materials  or  develop  their 
own  to  fulfill  these  requirements. 

It  is  also  proposed  that  State  agencies 
display  posters  and  distribute  pamphlets 
containing  nutrition  education 
information.  The  nutrition  education 
effort  is  based  on  section  ll(e)(15)  of  the 
Act  which  states  that,  ”*  *  *  the  State 
agency  shall  (make  pamphlets  available 
and)  prominently  display  in  all  food 
stamp  and  public  assistance  offices 
posters  prepared  or  obtained  by  the 
Secretary  *  *  *  (describing  and)  listing 
(A)  foods  that  contain  substantial 
amounts  of  recommended  daily 
allowances  of  vitamins,  minerals,  and 
protein  for  children  and  adults;  (B) 
menus  that  combine  such  foods  into 
meals;  (C)  details  on  eligibility  for  other 
programs  administered  by  the  Secretary 
that  provide  nutrition  benefits;  and  (D) 
general  information  on  the  relationship 
between  health  and  diet."  These  printed 
materials  are  being  developed  by  the 
Department  for  distribution  to  State 
agencies.  Once  available,  the  materials 
must  be  displayed  and  distributed  in  all 
public  assistance  and  food  stamp 
offices. 

Fourth  on  the  list  of  required  outreach 
activities  is  the  mandate  that  outreach 
officials  establish  and  use  media 
contracts.  The  media  contacts  will 
increase  the  ability  of  the  outreach  staff 
to  inform  low-income  people  about  the 
Program.  Not  only  should  the  contacts 
be  used  to  disseminate  program 
information  such  as  that  included  in  the 
printed  materials.,  they  should  also  be 
used  to  present  indepth  looks  at  the 
workings  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program  so 
that  it  is  better  understood  by  the 
general  public.  Since  poor  Program 
image  can  be  a  barrier  to  participation 
any  effort  such  as  this  to  erase  popular 
misconceptions  of  the  Program  is 
important. 

The  fifth  outreach  requirement  is  that 
special  efforts  be  made  to  reach  targeted 
groups  of  people.  This  requirement 
mandates  that  outreach  staff  monitor 
the  participation  of  potentially  eligible 
people  in  the  Program.  The  Department 
proposes  that,  annually,  each  State 
agency  single  out  at  least  two 
geographic  areas  within  the  State — a 
region,  county,  or  city — where 
participation  seems  to  be  unusually  low 
or  where  there  are  large  numbers  of 
eligible  nonparticipants  and  make 
special  efforts  to  increase  participation. 
These  efforts  might  entail  the 
development  of  particular  printed 
materials,  a  different  U9e  of  media  or  a 
more  energetic  volunteer  recruitment 
effort,  all  of  which  are  geared  to 
facilitate  increased  participation.  In 
addition  to  targeting  special  outreach 


efforts  at  geographic  areas,  the 
Department  proposes  that  State 
agencies  target  specific  groups  of  low- 
income  people  who  seem  to  be 
participating  at  unusually  low  rates. 

This  would  require  the  analysis  of  the 
participation  rates  of  such  groups  as  the 
elderly  or  migrant  farm  laborers.  State 
agencies  should  then  tailor  some  of  their 
outreach  efforts  to  improve  the 
participation  of  these  group  members. 

The  Department's  proposal  will  also 
require  that  State  agencies  aim  outreach 
efforts  at  participants  in  other 
assistance  programs.  In  complying  with 
this  provision,  all  States  shall  endeavor 
to  distribute  food  stamp  outreach 
materials  to  recipients  of  unemployment 
compensation  benefits  because  the 
recipients  of  these  benefits  represent  a 
large  group  of  potentially  eligible  food 
stamp  participants.  In  addition,  by 
complying  with  this  provision  of  the 
proposal,  State  agencies  will  be  fulfilling 
the  requirement  in  section  11(e)(1)(A)  of 
the  Act  which  mandates  that  States 
direct  outreach  efforts  at  recipients  of 
unemployment  compensation.  While  the 
Act  also  requires  that  outreach  be 
directed  at  recipients  of  public 
assistance,  general  assistance  and  SSI 
benefits,  these  households  will  be 
served  through  the  joint  application 
processing  provisions  in  §  273.2  of  the 
regulations.  Therefore,  the  emphasis  of 
the  efforts  in  this  proposal  is  on 
reaching  unemployment  compensation 
recipients. 

What  the  Department  has  in  mind  is 
the  direct  distribution  of  food  stamp 
outreach  materials  to  these  groups  of 
people.  Ideally,  outreach  officials  should 
try  to  arrange  to  have  the  printed 
materials  describing  the  Program 
handed  to  the  participants  in  other 
assistance  programs  when  the 
participants  visit  the  offices  of  the  other 
programs.  Merely  arranging  to  have  a 
stack  of  the  materials  available  in  the 
offices  of  the  other  assistance  programs 
is  not  the  type  of  distribution  of 
materials  the  Department  expects  for 
fulfillment  of  this  requirement.  What  is 
expected  is  a  more  active  distribution 
effort.  An  alternative  to  the  preferred 
method  of  distribution  described  above 
is  the  direct,  periodic  mailing  of 
materials  to  participants  in  other 
assistance  programs.  While  this  method 
of  distribution  of  materials  would  fulfill 
the  requirement  set  forth  in  the 
proposal,  the  Department  would  expect 
States  to  resort  to  it  only  if  the  first 
distribution  method  could  not  be 
arranged.  In  the  Department’s  view,  the 
first  method,  which  involves  more  direct 
contact  with  the  targets  of  this  outreach 
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effort,  would  prove  more  effective  than 
the  second  method  described. 

In  addition  to  recipients  of 
unemployment  compensation,  the 
proposal  requires  that  States  also 
endeavor  to  make  similar  distribution 
arrangements  for  participants  in  other 
assistance  programs.  The  proposal  lists 
several  programs  whose  participants 
would  be  likely  candidates.  The 
programs  include:  the  WIC  and 
Commodity  Supplemental  Food 
Programs;  public  assistance,  general 
assistance,  and  the  Supplemental 
Security  Income  programs;  and, 
assistance  programs  administered  by 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development.  States  should  identify 
other  assistance  programs,  in  addition  to 
those  listed,  and  attempt  to  include  them 
in  this  effort.  When  making 
arrangements,  priority  should  be  given 
to  distribution  arrangements  that 
include  personal  contacts.  Where  these 
arrangements  cannot  be  made,  periodic 
mailings  to  the  participants  in  these 
programs  should  be  arranged. 

As  noted,  the  Food  Stamp  Act 
prohibits  the  Department  from  funding 
State  agency  outreach  activities  of  a 
noninformational  nature  in  areas  where 
federally  funded  community  action 
agencies  are  performing  food  stamp 
outreach.  The  sixth  element  that  the 
Department  requires  in  all  outreach 
programs  is  the  inclusion  of  the  efforts 
of  these  Community  Food  and  Nutrition 
Programs  (CFNP’s)  into  State  agencies’ 
outreach  efforts.  State  agencies  are 
required  to  identify  where  CFNP’s  arc  in 
operation  and  what  food  stamp  outreach 
activities  they  perform.  State  agencies 
should  plan  their  outreach  programs  so 
that  the  activities  of  the  CFNP’s 
complement  the  State  agencies’  outreach 
efforts.  Through  cooperation,  State 
agencies  will  increase  the  efficiency  and 
the  effectiveness  of  outreach.  In 
addition,  the  proposal  requires  that 
State  agencies  provide  training  and 
outreach  materials  to  these  groups  to  aid 
them  in  their  outreach  efforts.  Improving 
the  quality  of  the  outreach  activities 
performed  by  the  CFNP  grantees  will 
likewise  improve  the  overall  outreach 
effort  in  the  States. 

The  seventh  proposed  element  is  the 
identification  and  removal  of  barriers  to 
participation  This  is  no*  solely  an 
outreach  activity.  The  Department 
believes,  however,  that  outreach  staff 
should  be  involved  in  thus  function. 
Outreach  staff  can  identify  harriers  to 
participation  by  morltoring  participation 
rates  and  complaints  received  through 
the  State  agencies'  food  stamp  hotline 
services.  Any  participation  barriers  that 
are  identified  are  to  be  brought  to  the 


attention  of  the  officials  in  the  State 
agency  who  are  responsible  for 
corrective  action.  In  addition  to 
identifying  participation  barriers  in  this 
way,  outreach  staff  should  be  involved 
in  removing  participation  barriers  such 
as  negative  community  attitudes,  lack  of 
Program  information  or  lack  of 
awareness  of  Program  benefits. 

The  last  of  the  basic  requirements  in 
the  proposed  rules  is  the  requirement 
that  each  State  agency  operate  a  toll 
free  hotline  service.  As  with  the  use  of 
volunteers,  printed  materials  and  media 
contracts,  the  use  of  hotlines  is  a 
relatively  inexpensive  method  of 
providing  Program  information  to  large 
numbers  of  people.  The  regulation 
proposes  that  State  agencies  operate 
hotlines  but  does  not  require  a  minimum 
number  of  lines.  It  is  not  currently 
possible  to  gauge  how  many  calls  per 
month  a  food  stamp  hotline  might 
receive  on  an  ongoing  basis,  although 
presumably  the  number  would  be  far 
less  than  those  received  during  the 
transition  period.  State  agencies  should 
attempt  to  estimate  the  volume  of  calls 
their  hotlines  will  receive  by  considering 
several  variables  such  as  the  volume  of 
calls  experienced  by  other  hotlines,  the 
size  of  the  target  population  and  the 
hotline  experience  during  the  transition 
period.  Based  on  these  considerations 
and  the  ongoing  monitoring  of  calls 
received,  each  State  agency  shall 
determine  how  many  lines  are  needed, 
subject  to  FNS  approval. 

State  agencies  may  staff  their  hotlines 
with  volunteers,  paid  staff  or  both.  In 
any  case,  however,  the  people  operating 
the  hotlines  must  be  knowledgeable 
concerning  food  stamp  procedures. 
Hotline  operators  must  be  able  to 
handle  complaints,  send  ’•equosted 
information  out  quickly  and  refer  callers 
to  local  offices  for  more  dets  'led 
information. 

The  regulations  exerr- 1  the  Alaska 
State  agency  from  establishing  a 
statewide  hotline.  This  exemption  was 
included  because  the  telephone 
company  in  Alaska  is  enable  to  provide 
toll  free  telephone  service  to  cover  the 
entire  State  As  s  substitute,  the  Sta'e 
agency  must  develop  ar,  alternate  means 
of  providing  the  services  that  w  ;ld 
have  been  provided  by  statewide 
hotline.  The  alternate  means  are  subject 
to  FNS  approval. 

Staff.  The  proposed  regulations 
contain  outreach  staffing  requirements 
that  are  essentially  an  outgrowth  of  the 
present  staffing  requirements.  Each 
State  agency  will  be  reo  :ired  to  employ 
a  full  time  food  stamp  outreach 
coordinator.  Each  project  area  will  be 
required  to  employ  a  food  stamp 


outreach  coordinator  who  is  required  to 
spend  enough  time  performing  outreach 
functions  so  as  to  be  able  to  carry  out 
the  responsibilities  assigned.  Both  the 
State  and  local  agencies  are  required  to 
provide  outreach  staff  with  adequate 
clerical  support  so  that  outreach 
functions  are  performed.  The  difference 
between  the  current  staffing 
requirements  and  the  proposed 
requirements  is  that  some  State  agencies 
will  be  required  to  hire  additional 
outreach  workers  to  aid  the  State 
outreach  coordinator.  The  Department 
proposes  that  staff  be  hired  based  on  the 
total  number  of  eligible  nonparticipants 
residing  in  each  State.  All  States  are 
required  to  employ  one  full  time  food 
stamp  outreach  coordinator.  States  with 
fewer  than  250,000  eligible 
nonparticipants  are  not  required  to  hire 
any  additional  outreach  staff.  States 
with  between  250,000  und  500,000 
eligible  nonparticipants  are  required  to 
employ  one  full  time  outreach  worker  in 
addition  to  the  coordinator.  States  with 
over  500.000  eligible  nonparticipants  are 
required  to  hire  two  full  time  food  stamp 
outreach  workers  in  addition  to  the 
coordinator. 

These  changes  are  proposed  because 
the  department  believes  that  there  is  a 
need  in  some  States  for  additional  staff. 
Several  alternative  staffing  methods 
were  considered.  One  possible  approach 
was  based  on  participation  rates  (i.e., 
the  ratio  of  the  number  of  participants  to 
the  estimated  number  of  eligibles).  This 
approach  required  that  additional 
outreach  staff  be  hired  in  States  with 
low  participation  rates.  The  obvious 
drawback  was  that  sparsely  populated 
States  with  low  participation  rates 
would  be  required  to  hire  more  outreach 
staff  than  densely  populated  States  with 
high  participation  rates  even  though 
there  are  many  more  eligible 
nonparticipants  in  the  densely 
populated  States. 

In  order  to  ensure  that  additional 
outreach  staff  are  employed  in  States 
with  the  greatest  need  for  increased 
outreach  activity,  the  Department  chose 
a  staffing  pattern  based  on  total 
numbers  of  eligible  nonparticipants.  As 
proposed.  States  will  compute  the 
number  of  eligible  nonparticipants  they 
have  by  subtracting  the  number  of 
participants  they  had  in  march  of  each 
year  from  estimates  of  potentially 
eligibles  provided  by  the  Department. 
This  month  was  chosen  to  allow  States 
to  determine  their  staffing  needs  in  time 
to  include  them  in  the  Outreach  Plan3 
they  must  submit  to  FNS  by  July  of  each 
year.  Those  States  that  can  use  more 
recent  data  each  year,  i.e.,  April  or  May, 
and  still  comply  with  the  July  1 
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submission  date  for  the  Outreach  Plan 
may  do  so. 

Attached,  in  appendix  A,  are  the 
Department’s  estimates  of  the  numbers 
of  people  i»  each  State  who  are  eligible 
for  food  stemp  benefits  under  the  new 
food  stamp  rules.  The  numbers  of  food 
stamp  efigibles  are  based  on  data 
obtained  in  the  1976  Survey  of  Income 
and  Education  (SIE)  conducted  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Census  for  the  Department 
of  Health.  Education  and  Welfare. 
Approximately  151.000  households  were 
sampled  in  the  SIE  throughout  the 
United  States  during  April  through  July 
1976.  Questions  on  participation  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Program,  income  assets  and 
other  socioeconomic  data  were  gathered 
in  the  SIE. 

The  basic  data  collected  in  the  SIE 
were  "aged”  using  the  Micro-Analysis  of 
Transfers  to  Households  (MATH)  model 
developed  by  Mathematics  Policy 
Research.  Inc.  for  FNS  to  reflect  the 
general  demographic  and  economic 
conditions  for  July  1978.  The  SIE  data 
were  also  adjusted  for  under-reporting 
of  income  and  assets  owned  by  low- 
income  households.  Based  on  the 
analysis  of  the  related  data, 
approximately  27.3  million  persons  were 
eligible  for  food  stamps  in  July  1978 
under  the  eligibility  criteria  set  forth  in 
Ihe  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977.  These 
estimates  will  be  updated  each  year. 

The  updated  estimates  will  be  provided 
to  the  States  in  time  for  them  to  be  used 
in  planning  the  upcoming  year’s 
Outreach  Plans. 

Estimates  of  eligibles  for  Guam. 

Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  are 
not  included  in  the  table  in  Appendix  A 
l  ecause  none  of  these  areas  were 
i  >cluded  in  the  SIE.  The  Department  is 
now  in  the  process  of  examining  other 
:ata  sources  to  derive  estimates  for  the 
if  ree  areas.  As  soon  as  the  estimates 
n  e  obtained,  they  will  be  made 
available. 

The  Department  also  believes  that  the 
need  for  outreach  staff  at  the  project 
area  level  increases  as  the  numbers  of 
eligible  nonparticipants  in  project  areas 
increase.  However,  since  there  are  no 
current  population  data  available  that 
can  be  used  for  setting  project  area 
standards,  exact  standards  have  not 
been  formulated.  Instead,  the 
Department  has  developed  local  level 
staffing  guidelines  that  can  be  used  by 
State  agencies  when  they  design  local 
level  outreach  operations.  The 
guidelines  vary  the  staff  committed  in 
project  areas  according  to  the  size  of  the 
project  areas.  In  project  areas  with 
average  caseloads,  the  Department 
expects  the  local  outreach  coordinators 
to  spend  at  least  20  percent  of  their  time 


(or  about  one  day  per  week)  on  outreach 
activities.  While  the  Department’s 
expectations  would  not  necessarily  be 
at  the  level  for  project  areas  with 
extremely  mall  numbers  of  low  income 
households,  the  Department’s 
expectations  would  be  at  higher  levels 
in  large  metropolitan  areas  and  other 
project  areas  with  very  large  numbers  of 
low  income  households. 

These  are  not  absolute  staffing 
standards  but  guidelines  that  would  be 
used  in  the  following  manner  during  the 
reviews  of  local  project  area  outreach 
operations.  Local  outreach  operations 
will  be  measured  against  the  required 
activities  set  forth  in  the  proposed  rules. 
If  a  project  area  is  found  to  be  in 
compliance  with  the  requirements,  the 
staffing  guidelines  would  play  no  part  in 
the  review.  However,  if  it  is  determined 
that  the  project  area’s  outreach 
operations  are  out  of  compliance  with 
the  requirements  in  the  proposal,  the 
reviewer  would  look  to  see  if  the  project 
area  was  committing  staff  to  outreach  in 
accord  with  the  Department’s 
expectations.  The  measurement  against 
the  guidelines  would  be  done  to 
determine  whether  a  lack  of  staff 
commitment  was  a  contributing  factor  in 
the  project  area’s  noncompliance  and 
whether  an  increase  in  staff 
commitment  should  be  required  as 
appropriate  corrective  action. 

Also  set  forth  in  the  proposal  are  the 
duties  that  State  and  local  coordinators 
are  expected  to  perform.  The  lists  are 
not  intended  to  be  all  inclusive  and, 
therefore,  the  coordinators’  activities 
will  not  be  restricted  to  the  duties  listed. 
The  purpose  of  the  lists  is  to  describe 
the  general  types  of  activities  that 
should  be  carried  out  at  the  State  and 
local  levels.  While  some  activities  are 
properly  handled  at  both  levels  others 
are  more  properly  assigned  to  one  or  the 
other.  For  example,  the  recruitment  of 
volunteers  should  be  handled  by  both 
the  State  and  local  coordinators.  State 
coordinators  should  aim  their  efforts  at 
groups,  organizations  and  agencies  that 
operate  statewide  or  over  a  large 
portion  of  the  State,  such  as  the  State 
Employment  Service  and  State  Health 
Department.  Local  coordinators  should 
aim  their  efforts  at  more  local  groups, 
organizations  and  agencies,  such  as 
locally  administered  GA  agencies.  There 
are  also  situations  in  which  both  the 
State  and  local  coordinators  will  have  to 
work  together,  for  example,  the  State 
coordinator  recruiting  the  support  of  an 
agency’s  administration  and  the  local 
coordinators  recruiting  the  active 
assistance  of  the  agency's  local  offices 
and  personnel. 


Monitoring.  These  proposed 
regulations  revise  the  way  that  outreach 
activities  are  monitored  by  FNS  at  both 
the  State  and  local  levels.  Currently,  a 
system  of  outreach  activity  reports  is 
used  to  monitor  outreach  operations. 

The  Performance  Reporting  System, 
used  to  monitor  most  other  Program 
activities,  is  only  used  to  review  State 
agencies’  outreach  plans  to  ensure  that 
they  are  complete  and  timely.  The 
Department’s  proposal  would  integrate 
the  monitoring  of  outreach  with  the 
monitoring  of  other  Program  operations 
in  the  Performance  Reporting  System. 
Additionally,  the  requirements  for 
outreach  activity  reports  would  be 
changed.  The  semiannual  outreach 
activity  reports  currently  submitted  by 
State  agencies  to  FNS  will  be 
eliminated.  The  monthly  outreach 
activity  reports  submitted  by  project 
areas  to  State  agencies  will  be  retained 
but  altered.  The  Federal  requirement  for 
frequency  of  submission  will  change  to 
quarterly,  although  State  agencies  may 
retain  the  monthly  requirement.  The 
Federal  requirements  for  content  will  be 
dropped  leaving  the  content  of  these 
reports  to  be  determined  by  State  • 
agencies. 

Experience  with  the  current  system 
has  demonstrated  that  it  is  not  an 
effective  way  to  monitor  outreach.  The 
separation  of  the  outreach  monitoring 
system  from  the  Performance  Reporting 
System  reinforces  the  segregation  of 
outreach  activities  from  other  Program 
activities.  This  segregation,  in  turn, 
lessens  the  effectiveness  of  the  outreach 
monitoring  activities.  Outreach  should 
be  an  integral  part  of  overall  Program 
administration.  Its  success  and  failure 
must  be  examined  and  measured  in 
relation  to  other  Program  activities.  By 
monitoring  through  an  independent 
system,  the  relationship  of  outreach  to 
other  Program  activities  may  have  been 
obscured.  The  Department  believes  that 
integrating  outreach  reviews  with  the 
Performance  Reporting  System  will 
result  in  a  significant  improvement  in 
outreach  effectiveness.  In  addition,  the 
operation  of  two  independent 
monitoring  systems  is  inefficient.  The 
proposal  will  eliminate  this  inefficiency. 

.  The  revisions  should  also  make 
outreach  monitoring  more  responsive  to 
the  changing  informational  needs  of 
Federal  and  State  reviewers.  Currently, 
the  content  of  outreach  activity  reports 
is  mandated  by  Federal  rules.  Yet,  as 
was  noted  at  the  outset,  successful 
outreach  Programs  must  vary  from  State 
to  State.  Therefore,  the  information 
needed  to  effectively  monitor  these 
varying  outreach  efforts  is  different  from 
State  to  State.  The  present  system  has 
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not  adapted  well  to  the  differing  natures 
of  the  outreach  programs.  The  result  is 
often  a  report  which  does  not  contain 
precise  or  relevant  information.  The 
Department’s  proposal  will  allow  State 
agencies  to  determine  the  content  of  the 
project  area  activity  reports  so  that  they 
provide  information  that  augments 
information  gathered  by  the 
Performance  Reporting  System  and  aids 
State  agencies  in  planning  and 
reviewing  outreach  efforts. 

Another,  and  perhaps  more  important, 
reason  underlying  the  Department’s 
revisions  is  the  failure  of  the  current 
system  to  thoroughly  review  outreach 
activities.  Experience  indicates  that  the 
current  system  is  not  the  most 
appropriate  method  to  assess  whether 
outreach  activities  are  performed  in 
compliance  with  Federal  rules  and  State 
Outreach  Plans,  especially  at  the  local 
level.  This  is  because  of  the  rigidity  of 
the  system’s  requirements  and  the  way 
it  segregates  outreach  from  other 
Program  operations.  The  Department 
believes  that  the  Performance  Reporting 
System  reviews  will  not  only  prove  to 
be  more  adaptable  to  differing  outreach 
programs  but  will  provide  State  and 
Federal  reviewers  with  a  better,  more 
in-depth  look  at  what  is  actually  being 
done  in  an  area. 

Another  proposed*  revision  of  the 
current  outreach  monitoring  system  is 
the  requirement  that  State  outreach 
officials  conduct  formal  evaluations  of 
outreach  activities  at  least  once  each 
year.  The  evaluations  are  to  be  aimed  at 
assessing  the  effectiveness  of  the 
outreach  activities  that  the  State  agency 
has  been  performing.  The  perspective  is 
different  than  the  monitoring  done 
through  the  Performance  Reporting 
System  and  the  project  area  reports.  The 
latter  two  sources  focus  on  compliance 
monitoring;  they  monitor  whether 
activities  are  being  carried  out  in 
conformance  with  Federal  rules  and 
approved  State  Outreach  Plans.  The 
evaluations  are  directed  at  giving  State 
outreach  officials  insights  into  how 
effective  their  activities  are  at  reaching 
their  goals  regardless  of  whether 
Federal  requirements  are  being  met. 

To  make  evaluations  even  more 
useful,  the  Department  proposes  that 
representatives  of  organizations  and 
groups  that  are  included  in  the  State 
agencies’  outreach  efforts,  as  well  as 
representatives  of  organized  client 
groups,  be  invited  to  participate  in  the 
evaluations.  The  Department  believes 
that  their  participation  will  provide 
pertinent  information. 

The  evaluations  should  identify  which 
outreach  activities  were  effective  and 
why  certain  activities  were  ineffective 


so  that  State  outreach  officials  can 
improve  the  next  year’s  outreach 
activities.  Secondly,  the  evaluations 
should  be  designed  to  reveal  whether 
there  is  a  need  for  immediate 
modifications  in  activities  currently 
being  performed,  such  as  providing  new 
types  of  fresh  supplies  of  printed 
materials  or  arranging  for  the  training  of 
volunteers  to  improve  their 
effectiveness. 

The  Department  believes  that  the  new 
monitoring  system  will  be  a  significant 
improvement  over  the  current  system. 
Not  only  will  better  information  be 
gathered  for  the  purposes  of  judging 
compliance  with  Federal  rules  and  State 
Outreach  Plans,  but  better  planning  will 
result  from  the  assessments  of  the 
effectiveness  of  activities. 

Planning.  The  proposed  rules 
describe,  in  general  terms,  the  process 
that  State  outreach  coordinators  should 
follow  in  developing  their  Outreach 
Plans  and  list  specific  requirements  for 
the  contents  of  the  Plans,  just  as 
outreach  programs  will  vary  from  State 
to  State,  the  planning  process  will  vary. 
The  regulations  pertaining  to  outreach 
planning  reflect  this  need  for  flexibility. 
The  regulatory  emphasis  is  primarily  on 
the  product  of  the  planning  process. 

The  proposed  outreach  planning 
requirements  reflect  the  Department’s 
view  that  outreach  should  be  integrated 
with  other  Program  activities  and  should 
be  designed  individually  by  each  State. 
The  proposal  directs  State  coordinators 
to  identify  existing  information  sources 
regarding  participation  and  to  use  these 
sources  when  formulating  outreach 
plans.  The  proposed  regulations  contain 
a  list  of  information  sources  that  should 
prove  useful  in  the  planning  process  for 
many  States.  The  listed  sources  are 
reports  and  records  kept  in  accordance 
with  the  Food  Stamp  Regulations.  Some 
are  directly  related  to  outreach 
activities,  such  as  project  area  outreach 
reports,  Performance  Reporting  System 
reviews  of  outreach  activities,  the 
annual  outreach  evaluations,  and 
records  of  past  outreach  efforts.  Other 
sources  of  information  are  not  primarily 
outreach  sources  but  do  contain 
information  that  can  be  useful  in 
outreach  planning.  These  sources 
include  FNS-256  participation  data,  data 
collected  on  the  need  for  bilingual 
services,  records  of  complaints  received 
through  the  State  complaint  procedure 
and  information  collected  to  comply 
with  the  civil  rights  requirements.  The 
Department  intends  that  State  outreach 
coordinators  analyze  the  information 
from  appropriate  sources  to  determine 
what  outreach  activities  should  be 
planned  for  the  upcoming  year. 


The  proposed  rules  regarding  the 
contents  of  Outreach  Plans  specify 
certain  information  requirements.  For 
the  most  part,  required  Outreach  Plan 
information  describes  actions  required 
by  other  provisions  in  this  proposal.  For 
instance,  State  agencies  are  required  to 
establish  referral  systems.  The  Outreach 
Plans  must  describe  the  systems  which 
will  be  established  to  comply  with  the 
referral  requirements.  Similarly,  the 
proposed  rules  require  State 
coordinators  to  design  and  use  systems 
for  monitoring  local  outreach  activities. 
The  Outreach  Plans  must  describe  how 
the  systems  will  work.  The  Outreach 
Plans  must  also  contain  information 
regarding  the  State  agencies’  plans  for 
staffing,  using  volunteers,  targeting 
specific  groups  and  areas  for  special 
efforts,  and  removing  participation 
barriers.  Thus,  an  Outreach  Plan,  if 
completed  in  accordance  with  the 
proposed  regulations,  will  be  a  synthesis 
of  an  assessment  of  a  State’s  outreach 
needs;  and  analysis  of  the  various 
factors  impacting  on  outreach  activities; 
and  a  description  of  how  the  State  plans 
to  comply  with  the  basic  requirements 
contained  in  the  proposal. 

The  proposed  FNS  approval  process 
for  the  Plans  is  slightly  different  than 
current  procedures.  The  Department 
proposes  to  approve  or  disapprove 
Outreach  Plans  within  thirty  days  of  the 
Plans’  submission  to  FNS.  The  rules 
provide  that  any  plans  not  responded  to 
within  that  timeframe  may  be 
considered  approved.  Additionally,  FNS 
will  be  allowed  to  approve  some 
portions  of  a  State  agency’s  Plan  while 
disapproving  other  portions. 

Both  of  these  changes  are  aimed  at 
improving  the  Plan  approval  process.  By 
expediting  Federal  action  on  Plan 
submissions,  State  agencies  will  be 
better  able  to  timely  respond  to  required 
changes.  By  limiting  the  approval 
process  to  30  days,  State  agencies  will 
be  allowed  more  time  to  integrate 
approved  outreach  activities  with  other 
Program  activities.  The  “partial 
approval”  provision  should  also  expedit 
the  initiation  of  new  outreach  activities. 
No  longer  will  entire  Outreach  Plans  be 
held  up  because  relatively  minor 
changes  are  required.  The  partial 
approval  approach  should  result  in  the 
implementation  of  needed  activities 
while  allowing  time  for  corrective 
adjustments. 

Implementation 

The  Act  does  not  contain  any  specific 
timeframes  for  the  implementation  of 
the  state  complaint  procedures  or 
outreach  rules.  It  does,  however,  direct 
the  Secretary  to  implement  the  Act 
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“*  *  *  as  expeditiously  as  possible 
consistent  with  the  efficient  and 
effective  administration  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Program.”  While,  as  previously 
noted,  the  Act  dees  not  have  a 
requirement  for  the  proposed  State 
complaint  procedures,  implementation 
thereof  is  also  desirable  expeditiously. 
With  this  in  mind,  the  Department 
developed  the  following  implementation 
schedules  for  these  regulations. 

State  Complaint  Procedure.  State 
agencies  shall  implement  a  complaint 
procedure  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  contained  in  final 
regulations  no  later  than  October  1, 

1979.  The  State  agencies  shall  request 
any  additional  funds  needed  for 
operation  of  the  complaint  procedure  in 
the  State  Food  Stamp  Program  Budget  to 
be  submitted  August  15, 1979  for  Federal 
Fiscal  Year  1980. 

Outreach.  State  agencies  shall 
develop  outreach  Plans  based  on  the 
final  outreach  regulations  and  submit 
them  to  the  appropriate  FNS  Regional 
Office  for  approval.  These  Outreach 
Plans  shall  be  sent  to  the  Regional 
Office  by  August  15, 1979.  FNS  will 
review  the  Outreach  Plans  according  to 
the  provisions  of  these  regulations.  The 
activities  contained  in  the  approved 
plans,  with  one  exception,  shall  be 
implemented  on  October  1, 1979.  The 
exception  is  the  requirement  for 
telephone  hotline  services.  These 
services  shall  be  implemented  at  the 
time  final  outreach  regulations  are 
published.  The  reason  for  implementing 
the  hotline  requirement  separately  is  to 
avoid  an  interruption  in  hotline  services. 
The  regulations  published  on  October 
17, 1978  required  that  States  operate 
hotline  service  during  the  period  of 
transition  from  the  old  program  rules  to 
the  new  program  rules.  The  transition 
period,  however,  will  end  before 
October  1, 1979.  Therefore,  in  order  to 
ensure  a  continuity  of  hotline  service 
and  avoid  the  dismantling  and 
subsequent  reestablishment  of  hotline 
services,  the  hotline  requirements  will 
become  effective  earlier  than  the  other 
requirements.  At  the  time  the  hotline 
requirements  in  these  ongoing 
regulations  become  effective,  they  will 
supersede  the  requirements  in  the 
October  17, 1978  regulations.  Therefore, 
State  agencies  should  adjust  their 
hotline  sendees,  if  an  adjustment  is 
needed,  to  bring  them  into  compliance 
with  these  requirements. 

Comment  Period 

In  order  to  ensure  that  this 
implementation  schedule  is  met,  Robert 
Greenstein,  Acting  Administrator  of  the 
Food  and  Nutrition  Service,  decided  to 


limit  the  comment  period  on  these 
proposed  regulations  to  45  days.  The 
reason  for  shortening  the  comment 
period  by  15  days  is  to  allow  as  much 
time  as  possible  between  the  issuance  of 
final  regulations  and  August  15, 1979,  so 
that  States  can  adequately  prepare  their 
outreach  plans. 

If  the  comment  period  lasts  for  60 
days,  the  Department  foresees  final 
regulations  being  issued  about  mid-June 
1979.  This  would  give  the  States  only 
two  months  to  prepare  their  outreach 
plans.  If  the  comment  period  is  limited 
to  45  days,  the  Department  foresees 
final  rules  being  issued  at  the  beginning 
of  June.  This  would  give  States  two  and 
a  half  months  to  prepare  their  outreach 
plans.  Since  the  preparation  of  the 
outreach  plans  includes  the  solicitation 
and  consideration  of  public  input,  States 
will  need  the  half  month  more  time 
allowed  by  the  45  day  comment  period. 

It  should  also  be  remembered  that 
during  this  same  period  of  time,  June 
through  August  1979,  States  will  be 
finishing  the  conversion  of  their 
caseloads  to  the  new  program  rules  and 
preparing  their  Rians  of  Operation  and 
budgets  for  fiscal  year  1980. 

Consideration  was  given  to  changing 
the  August  15  submission  date  but  the 
Department  believes  that  if  the  date  is 
set  back,  for  example,  to  September  1, 
1979,  there  would  be  significantly  less 
assurance  that  approved  outreach  plans 
would  be  ready  for  implementation  on 
October  1, 1979.  The  October  1  date 
cannot  be  changed  since  currently 
approved  outreach  plans  expire  on  this 
day.  The  alternative  the  Department 
chose,  then,  is  to  shorten  the  comment 
period  and  thus,  allow  more  time  for 
States  to  prepare  their  plans. 

Commenters  are  urged  to  begin  their 
review  of  the  proposed  regulations  as 
soon  as  possible  and  to  mail  their 
comments  sufficiently  in  advance  of  the 
45th  day  to  ensure  timely  receipt. 
Comments  received  pursuant  to  this 
proposal  will  be  available  for  public 
inspection  and  copying  at  the  Food  and 
Nutrition  Service,  500  12th  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.,  during  regular 
business  hours. 

Appendix  A 

Estimated  eligibles  under  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1977  (New  Program) — 
Thousands  of  people: 


State  and  new  program  eligibles 


Alabama . 

. 726 

. 53 

Arizona . 

Arkansas. . 

. 337 

. 467 

California . 

Colorado . 

....  2149 
. 276 

Connecticut . 239 

Delaware... . - . 87 

District  of  Columbia . 104 

Florida . 1290 

Georgia . - . 1031 

Guam . . . . . . . — 

Hawaii . . . — ...» - . 138 

Idaho . . . 95 

Illinois . — - - 1207 

Indiana . 474 

Iowa . 225 

Kansas . 227 

Kentucky . 701 

Louisiana . 791 

Maine . 144 

Maryland . 375 

Massachusetts . :  473 

Michigan . 866 

Minnesota . . . 365 

Mississippi . - . 659 

Missouri . 646 

Montana . 99 

Nebraska . 160 

Nevada . 64 

New  Hampshire . 71 

New  Jersey . 669 

New  Mexico . 235 

New  York . 1989 

North  Carolina . 1011 

North  Dakota . 76 

Ohio . 1211 

Oklahoma . 386 

Oregon . . . 202 

Pennsylvania . 1291 

Puerto  Rico . — 

Rhode  Island . 100 

South  Carolina . . . 553 

South  Dakota . 79 

Tennessee . 742 

Texas . 2359 

Utah . 124 

Vermont . 63 

Virgin  Islands . — 

Virginia . 657 

Washington . 373 

West  Virginia . 298 

Wisconsin . 318 

Wyoming . 41 


The  Department  proposes  that  Parts 
271  and  272  be  amended  to  include  the 
following  provisions: 

PART  271—  GENERAL  INFORMATION 
AND  DEFINITIONS 

Section  271.6  is  amended  by  adding 
paragraph  (a)  to  include  the  following 
provisions  as  follows: 

§  271.6  Complaint  procedure. 

(a)  State  Agency  Responsibility —  (1) 
General  Scope.  The  State  agency  shall 
maintain  a  system  for  handling 
complaints  filed  by  participants  and 
potential  participants,  including 
complaints  received  through  the  hotline 
service  as  specified  in  §  272.6(b)(8).  The 
State  agency  shall  be  responsible  for 
recording  and  investigating  program 
complaints  and  correcting  deficiencies 
identified  by  complaints. 

(2)  Staffing,  (i)  The  State  agency  shall 
designate  a  person  at  the  State  level  to 
coordinate  all  activities  related  to  the 
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handling  of  program  complaints.  Persons 
designated  as  coordinators  shall  be 
knowledgeable  in  all  aspects  of  program 
operatiohs.  The  State  agency  shall 
ensure  that  staff  designated  to  handle 
complaints  have  ready  access  to 
appropriate  officials  responsible  for 
correcting  problems. 

(ii)  In  addition  to  desseminating  the 
tool-free  hotline  numbers  according  to 
the  Outreach  requirements  in 
§  272.6(b)(8),  the  State  agency  shall 
display  in  certification  offices  and 
where  possible,  in  issuance  offices,  the 
mailing  address  and  phone  number  for 
filing  complaints  at  the  State  level.  If  a 
State  elects  to  establish  a  two-tier 
complaint  procedure,  the  mailing 
address  and  phone  number  for  filing 
complaints  at  the  local  level  shall  also 
be  displayed.  States  may  operate  a 
separate  toll-free  hotline  service 
specifically  to  handle  complaints,  States 
which  elect  to  use  a  separate  hotline  for 
complaints  will  not  be  required  to  have 
the  Outreach  hotline  handle  complaints. 
The  Alaska,  State  agency  is  exempted 
from  the  requirement  for  maintaining 
toll  free  hotline  service  to  handle 
complaints.  It  shall,  however,  provide  an 
alternate  means  for  participants  and 
potential  participants  to  file  complaints. 

(3)  Complaint  system.  States  shall 
have  two  options  in  administering  the 
system  for  handling  complaints  which 
are: 

(i)  The  State  agency  may  elect  to 
handle  all  complaints  at  the  State  level: 
or 

(ii)  The  State  agency  may  elect  to  use 
a  two-tiered  complaint  procedure  where 
complainants  have  the  right  to  file 
complaints  directly  at  either  the  State  or 
project  area  level. 

(4)  Complaints,  (i)  Complaints  may  be 
filed  in  person,  by  telephone,  or  in 
writing  by  the  complainant  or  through 
another  person  or  an  agency  acting  on 
behalf  of  the  complainant  at  the  State 
level,  or  the  project  area  level  if  the 
State  uses  a  two-tiered  complaint 
system.  The  complainant  shall  have  the 
right  to  file  a  complaint  directly  at  the 
State  level  regardless  of  the  type  of 
complaint  system  used  by  the  State. 

(ii)  States  may  limit  action  to 
complaints  filed  no  later  than  60  days 
following  the  alleged  incident. 

(5)  Receipt  of  Complaints,  (i)  The 
official  receiving  the  complaint  shall 
determine  immediately  if  the 
complainant  alleges  discrimination  on 
the  basis  of  race,  sex,  age,  religious 
creed,  national  origin,  political  beliefs  or 
handicap.  In  these  instances,  the 
complaint  shall  be  handled  in 
accordance  with  §  272.7. 


(ii)  The  official  receiving  the 
complaint  shall  determine  immediately 
whether  the  complaint  could  be  pursued 
through  a  fair  hearing.  If  the  complaint 
concerns  level  of  benefits,  eligibility,  or 
a  denial  or  termination,  the  complaint 
shall  be  handled  through  the  fair  hearing 
system  in  accordance  with  §  273.15.  The 
official  receiving  the  complaint  shall 
explain  to  the  complainant  how  and 
where  to  request  a  fair  hearing,  the 
availability  of  continued  benefits  if 
appropriate,  and  the  timeliness 
standards  for  requesting  a  fair  hearing 
and  receiving  a  decision. 

(iii)  Complaints  regarding  such  areas 
as  processing  standards  and  service  to 
participants  and  potential  participants 
shall  be  handled  by  this  complaint 
procedure  unless  the  State  agency 
determines  that  resolution  of  the 
problems  could  be  more  expeditiously 
and  effectively  handled  by  a  fair 
hearing.  Concurrent  review  of  problems 
through  the  fair  hearing  system  and  the 
complaint  procedure  shall  be  at  the 
option  of  the  State  agency. 

(6)  Documentation  of  Complaints. 
Immediately  upon  receipt  of  complaints 
subject  to  this  procedure,  the  official 
receiving  the  complaint  shall  record  the 
following: 

(i)  Name,  address  and  telephone 
number  or  other  means  of  contacting  the 
person  making  the  complaint; 

(ii)  The  office  which  is  the  subject  of 
the  complaint: 

(iii)  The  specific  nature  and  date  of 
the  incident  or  the  aspect  of  program 
operations  which  caused  the  person  to 
file  the  complaint;  and 

(iv)  The  date  the  complaint  was  filed. 

(7)  Minimum  requirements  of  project 
areas  for  handling  program  complaints 
when  the  State  elects  a  two-tiered 
system.  The  project  area  shall  take  the 
following  actions  to  resolve  problems 
identified  by  a  complaint: 

(i)  Investigate  and  evaluate  the 
complaint: 

(ii)  Recommend  action(s)  to  officials 
responsible  for  correcting  the  problem: 

(ii)  Notify  the  State  coordinator  in 
writing,  within  60  calendar  days  of 
receipt  of  the  complaint,  of  the  action(s) 
taken  or  the  actions  the  project  area  will 
take  or  reasons  why  no  action  will  be 
taken  to  resolve  the  problem. 

(iv)  Notify  the  complainant  within  60 
calendar  days  after  receiving  the 
complaint  of  actions  taken  or  actions 
that  will  be  taken  to  resolve  the  problem 
or  the  reasons  why  the  project  area  is 
not  able  to  take  action.  An  example  of  a 
situation  in  which  the  project  area  could 
not  take  action  would  be  a  complaint 
protesting  provisions  contained  in  the 
Act  and  regulations. 


(8)  Minimum  requirements  for  State 
level  handling  of  program  complaints. 
State  agency  action  on  complaints  is 
required  whether  the  State  handles  all 
complaints  at  the  State  level  or  elects  a 
two-tiered  system.  The  following  are  the 
minimum  State  agency  responsibilities: 

(i)  In  States  using  a  two-tiered  system, 
when  the  complainant  contacts  the  State 
level  directly,  the  complaint  may  be 
referred  to  the  project  area  for  handling 
with  the  consent  of  the  complainant; 

(ii)  The  State  level  shall  take  the 
following  actions  when  handling 
complaints: 

(A)  Investigate  and  evaluate  the 
complaint; 

(B)  Recommend  action(s)  to  officials 
responsible  for  correcting  the  problem; 

(C)  Notify  appropriate  project  area  of 
complaints  that  are  being  pursued  at  the 
State  level  if  the  State  uses  a  two-tiered 
system;  • 

(D)  Notify  complainant  within  60 
calendar  days  after  receiving  complaint 
of  actions  taken  or  actions  that  will  be 
taken  or  the  reasons  why  the  State 
agency  will  not  take  action  to  resolve 
the  problem. 

(iii)  The  State  coordinator  shall 
maintain  records  by  project  area  of  all 
complaints  received  and  the  responses 
to  the  complaints. 

(iv)  The  State  coordinator  shall 
conduct  an  analysis  of  the  project  area 
responses  to  complaints  and  the  records 
concerning  complaints  at  least 
semiannually.  The  State  complaint 
coordinator  shall  review  and  analyze 
complaint  records,  by  project  area,  to 
identify  the  emergence  of  patterns  of 
problems  in  local  offices  and/or  project 
areas  and  problems  which  are  occurring 
throughout  the  State; 

(v)  Immediately  upon  completion  of 
the  semiannaul  analysis,  the  State 
complaint  coordinator  shall  provide  the 
results  of  this  analysis  to  the 
Performance  Reporting  System 
coordinator  for  appropriate  action  and 
inclusion  of  the  problem  in  either  a 
project  area  or  State  Corrective  Action 
Plan  in  accordance  with  §  275.16  of  this 
Chapter.  The  information  to  be  provided 
to  the  Performance  Reporting  System 
coordinator  shall  include  but  not 
necessarily  be  limited  to: 

(A)  Identification  of  patterns  of 
problems  in  local  offices  and/or  project 
areas; 

(B)  Identification  of  deficiencies 
which  are  occurring  throughout  the 
State; 

(C)  Identification  of  causes  of  the 
deficiencies  if  determined  by  the 
semiannual  analysis;  and 

(D)  Date  relative  to  complaints  which 
indicate  that  a  pattern  may  exist. 
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however,  the  data  is  insufficient  and 
inconclusive  in  terms  of  the  causes  and 
extent  of  the  pattern  or  trend. 

(9)  Monitoring,  (i)  State  agencies  shall 
monitor  project  area  compliance  with 
the  requirements  established  by  this 
section  through  the  Performance 
Reporting  System  management 
evaluation  reviews  if  the  State  uses  a 
two-tiered  complaint  system. 

(ii)  FNS  shall  monitor  all  aspects  of 
State  compliance  with  the  complaint 
procedure  requirements  through  the 
Performance  Reporting  System. 
***** 

PART  272— REQUIREMENTS  FOR 
PARTICIPATING  STATE  AGENCIES 

New  §  272.6(a),  (b),  (c),  and  (d), 
previously  reserved,  are  added  and 
§  272.6(e)  is  revised.  All  read  as  follows: 

§  272.6  Outreach 

(a)  General  purpose.  (1)  State 
agencies  shall  design  and  administer 
outreach  programs  that  use 
informational  and  noninformational 
techniques  to: 

(1)  Inform  low  income  households 
about  the  application  process  and 
availability  and  benefits  of  the  Program: 

(ii)  Enlist  the  coopertion  of  other 
agencies  and  organizations  in 
disseminating  program  information  and 
facilitating  the  participation  of  eligible 
households: 

(iii)  Determine  reasons  for 
nonparticipation;  and 

(iv)  Assist  in  formulating  and 
implementing  actions  to  remove  barriers 
to  participation. 

Informational  outreach  is  the  conveying 
of  information  about  the  Program 
through  such  means  as  publications, 
telephone  hotlines,  films,  media  and 
face-to-face  contracts.  Noninformational 
outreach  is  the  provision  of 
tansportation  to  certification  or  issuance 
offices  or  similar  physical  program 
support.  FNS  will  not  reimburse  State 
agencies  for  expenditures  made  for 
noninformational  outreach  services  that 
duplicate  noninformational  services 
provided  by  federally  funded  community 
action  agencies  (CAA’s). 

(2)  There  are  many  factors  that  State 
agencies  must  take  into  consideration 
when  designing  outreach  programs. 

Some  of  these  factors,  such  as  the  rural- 
urban  composition  of  a  State,  the 
available  media  resources  and  the  size 
of  the  low-income  population,  can  vary 
widely  from  one  State  to  another.  Thus, 
outreach  programs  must  be  specifically 
designed  to  address  the  circumstances 
in  each  State.  Certain  basic  techniques 


and  activities,  however,  shall  be 
incorporated  into  each  program.  The 
following  minimum  requirements  define 
these  common  elements.  State  officials 
shall  ensure  that  the  outreach  activities 
described  in  the  minimum  requirements 
are  incorporated  into  their  outreach 
efforts.  However,  outreach  efforts 
should  not  be  limited  to  these  activities 
where  additional  activities  could 
efficiently  and  significantly  increase 
participation.  State  agencies  are  to 
regard  the  minimum  requirements  as  a 
foundation  for  outreach  programs 
designed  to  meet  special  circumstances 
within  the  State. 

(b)  Minimum  requirements. — (1) 
Volunteers,  (i)  Volunteers  shall  be 
recruited  by  State  agencies  to  assist 
outreach  staff  in  achieving  the  outreach 
program’s  objectives.  Volunteers  shall 
be  recruited  from  other  government 
agencies,  private  agencies, 
organizations,  groups,  and  from  the 
public.  State  agencies  shall  work  to 
enlist  the  assistance  of  State  and  local 
health  departments:  local  agencies  that 
administer  general  assistance  programs: 
social  services  agencies:  the  Social 
Security  Administration;  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs;  agencies  administering 
the  Special  Supplemental  Food  Program 
for  Women,  Infants  and  Children  (WIC) 
and  the  Commodity  Supplemental  Food 
Program  (CSFP);  the  Extension  Service, 
especially  where  the  Expanded  Food 
and  Nutrition  Education  Program 
(EFNEP)  is  in  operation:  the  State 
Employment  Service;  State  agencies 
administering  Unemployment  Insurance 
programs;  vocation  and  rehabilitation 
agencies;  Indian  tribal  organizations; 
Community  action  agencies;  senior 
citizens’  organizations:  churches  and 
religous  organizations;  legal  aid 
organizations;  migrant  service 
organizations;  retailers  authorized  to 
redeem  food  stamps;  and  other  agencies 
and  organizations  working  with  low- 
income  people.  In  addition  to  these 
groups,  State  agencies  shall  contact  any 
other  agency,  organization,  or  group 
which  might  be  willing  to  assist  in  the 
outreach  effort. 

(ii)  In  planning  volunteer  recruitment 
efforts  State  agencies  shall  determine 
where  prospective  volunteers  would  be 
most  useful  in  the  outreach  effort. 
Volunteers  may,  among  other  functions, 
participate  in  the  State  agencies’  referral 
system;  distribute  informational 
materials;  act  as  authorized 
representatives;  provide  transportation 
to  and  from  certification  and  issuance 
offices;  assist  households  in  completing 
applications;  accompany  households  to 
interviews;  act  as  language  interpreters; 
assist  the  certification  staff  in 


prescreening  applications;  and  display 
posters  describing  the  Food  Stamp 
Program.  In  order  to  ensure  that 
volunteers  are  used  as  effectively  as 
possible,  State  agencies  shall  provide 
them  with  training  in  food  stamp  policy 
and  procedures. 

(iii)  The  initial  contact  that  State 
agencies  make  to  enlist  the  assistance  of 
groups,  agencies  and  organizations  shall 
be  made  in  person  whenever  possible. 
Where  an  initial  contact  cannot  be  made 
in  person  it  shall  be  made  in  writing  and 
followed  by  a  telephone  call  or  a 
psersonal  visit.  At  the  time  the  initial 
contact  is  made  or  shortly  afterward,  the 
State  agency  shall  provide  the  group 
contacted,  or  its  representative,  with 
information  about  the  Food  Stamp 
Program,  the  outreach  program  and  the 
role  envisioned  for  prospective 
volunteers.  When  individuals  or  groups 
agree  to  participate  in  a  State  agency’s 
outreach  efforts,  the  State  agency  shall 
act  promptly  to  incorporate  their  aid 
into  the  overall  outreach  program. 

(2)  Referrals.  The  establishment  and 
operation  of  a  referral  system  may  be 
the  most  important  element  of  a  State 
agency’s  outreach  effort.  State  officials 
shall  emphasize  the  use  of  referrals  in 
the  design  of  outreach  programs. 

(i)  State  agencies  shall  establish 
referral  systems  through  which  people 
who  are  potentially  eligible  for 
participation  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
are  directed  to  an  office  where  they  can 
file  an  application.  These  systems  shall 
include  all  local  public  assistance  (PA) 
offices  and  offices  of  State  agency 
adminstered  general  assistance  (GA) 
programs.  Applications  for  food  stamp 
benefits  shall  be  readily  available  at 
these  offices.  Applicants  for  PA  or  State 
agency  administered  GA  benefits  who 
are  not  processed  for  food  stamp 
benefits  as  provided  for  in  §  723.2(j)  of 
this  chapter  shall  be  given  applications 
for  food  stamp  benefits  and  directed  to 
~lhe  local  food  stamp  office  for  further 
processing.  State  agencies  shall  take 
appropriate  steps  to  contact  and 
incorporate  other  agencies  and 
organizations  into  the  referral  systems. 
These  organizations  and  agencies  shall 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  Social 
Security  Administration;  the  State 
agencies  responsible  for  administering 
workmen’s  compensation  programs,  the 
Special  Supplemental  Food  Program  for 
Women,  Infants  and  Children  (WIC)  and 
the  Commodity  Supplemental  Food 
Program  (CSFP);  Veterans 
Administration  offices;  the  Extension 
Service,  especially  where  EFNEP  is  in 
operation;  local  agencies  administering 
general  assistance  programs;  agencies 
administering  medicaid;  the  Bureau  of 
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Indian  Affairs;  the  State  Employment 
Service;  churches;  agencies 
administering  programs  under  Title  III  of 
the  Older  American’s  Act  and  othe 
programs  serving  the  elderly;  agencies 
and  organizations  administering 
emergency  assistance  programs; 
community  action  agencies;  social 
service  agencies;  housing  authorities; 
senior  citizens’  organizations;  legal  aid 
organizations  and  other  organizations 
and  agencies  working  with  low-income 
people.  When  contacting  agencies, 
groups  and  organizations  to  enlist  them 
into  the  referral  system,  State  agency’s 
shall  follow  the  procedures  in  paragraph 
(b)(l)(iii)  of  this  section. 

(ii)  State  agencies  shall  arrange  a 
referral  service  with  agencies 
adminsterin  the  WIC  and  Commodity 
Supplemental  food  programs  through 
which  food  stamp  applicants  who 
appear  eligible  for  benefits  from  these 
programs  are  referred  to  local  WIC  and 
Commodity  Supplemental  Food  Program 
offices.  Printed  materials,  such  as 
posters,  fliers,  and  pamphlets,  that 
explain  the  WIC  and  Commodity 
Supplemental  Food  Programs  shall  be 
made  available  at  local  food  stamp 
offices.  These  printed  materials  shall  be 
supplied  by  the  agencies  administering 
the  WIC  and  Commodity  Supplemental 
Food  Programs.  Applicants  and 
recipients  who  are  pregnant,  who  have 
children  under  five  years  of  age  (or 
under  six  years  of  age  for  the 
Commodity  Supplemental  Food 
Program),  or  who  express  interest  in 
these  programs  shall  be  referred  to  local 
offices  that  administer  these  programs. 
This  referral  service  shall  be  operated  in 
all  areas  where  the  WIC  Program  or 
Commodity  Supplemental  Food  Program 
are  in  operation.  A  referral  service  shall 
also  be  established  with  the  Social 
Security  Administration  so  that  any 
food  stamp  applicant  who  is  65  years  of 
age  or  older,  blind,  or  disabled  and  who 
is  not  receiving  Supplemental  Security 
Income  (SSI),  is  referred  to  the  local 
Social  Security  office  for  more 
information  about  SSI  benefits. 

(3)  Printed  materials,  (i)  State 
agencies  shall  make  available  printed 
materials  such  as  pamphlets,  fliers  and 
posters  that  contain  basic  information 
about  the  following  items:  eligibility 
requirements  and  program  benefits; 
application  procedures  including  how  to 
obtain  and  file  applications;  the 
applicants’  rights  to  receive  applications 
when  they  are  requested,  file 
applications  the  day  they  are  received, 
and  receive  coupons  (if  determine  to  be 
eligible  )  within  30  days  of  filing 
applicaitons;  the  Food  Stamp  Hotline 
numbers;  and,  the  locations  and  hours  of 


operation  of  certification  offices  .This 
material  shall  be  in  languages  other  than 
English  as  required  in  §  272.4(c)  and 
shall  include  a  statment  that  the 
Program  is  available  to  all  without 
regard  to  race,  color,  sex,  age,  handicap, 
religious  creed,  national  origin,  or 
political  beliefs. 

(ii)  State  agencies  shall  make  these 
printed  materials,  as  well  as  application 
forms,  available  at  local  food  stamp  and 
welfare  offices  and  at  offices  of  State 
agency  administered  general  assistance 
programs.  In  addition,  State  agencies 
shall  endeavor  to  make  these  materials 
and  applications  available  through 
Employment  Service  Offices. 
Unemployment  Insurance  offices,  State 
Offices  of  Economic  Security,  Social 
Security  offices,  offices  of  locally 
administered  and  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  administered  general  assistance 
programs,  WIC  clinics  and  CFSP  offices, 
chruches,  senior  citizens’  centers,  and 
other  Federal  State  and  local  agencies 
that  have  contacts  with  low-income 
people.  State  agencies  shall  also  make 
applications  and  printed  materials 
available  to  any  organization  upon 
request. 

(iii)  FNS  will  supply  State  agencies 
with  posters  and  pamphlets  containing 
information  regarding  foods  containing 
substantial  amounts  of  the 
recommended  daily  allowances  of 
protein,  minerals  and  vitamins;  menues 
making  use  of  these  foods;  the 
relationship  between  health  and  diet; 
and  other  food  programs  run  by  USDA. 
State  agencies  shall  display  the  posters 
and  make  the  pamphlets  available  at  all 
food  stamp  and  public  assistance 
offices.  Applicants  shall  be  informed  of 
the  availability  of  these  materials  at  the 
time  of  initial  application  and 
recertification. 

(4)  Media  contacts.  State  agencies 
shall  contact  the  news  media  on  a 
regular  basis  to  provide  current 
information  on  the  Program,  including 
announcements  regarding  the  semi¬ 
annual  and  annual  changes  in 
allotments  and  eligibility  standards. 
State  agencies  shall  seek  the 
cooperation  of  the  media,  including 
foreign  language  media  and  weekly 
newspapers,  in  disseminating 
information  about  the  Program  through 
public  service  announcements,  press 
releases  and  human  interest  stories. 

(5)  Special  efforts,  (i)  State  agencies 
shall  develop  and  conduct  special 
outreach  efforts  directed  toward  specific 
groups  of  low-income  people.  At  a 
mininum  these  efforts  shall  be  aimed  at 
participants  in  AFDC,  SSI,  general 
assistance  and  unemployment 
compensation  programs  who  are  eligible 


for  food  stamp  benefits  but  who  are  not 
participating  in  the  Program;  at  Indians 
living  on  reservations  where  the  State 
agency  is  running  the  Program  on  the 
reservation;  and  at  migrant  households 
that  periodically  reside  in  a  State.  In 
addition,  State  agencies  shall  monitor 
participation  rates  and  direct  special 
outreach  efforts  at  groups  that  have 
comparatively  low  rates  of  participation. 
These  groups  may  include  the  elderly, 
disabled,  various  ethnic  groups, 
minorities,  and  the  working  poor. 

(ii)  State  agencies  shall  develop  and 
conduct  special  outreach  efforts  directed 
toward  low-income  residents  of  specific 
geographic  areas.  These  areas  shall  be 
identified  through  the  analysis  of  the 
participation  data  of  areas  in  each  State. 
Annually,  State  agencies  shall  target  at 
least  two  areas  with  comparatively  low 
rates  of  participation  or  high  numbers  of 
eligible  nonparticipants  for  special 
efforts. 

(iii)  In  addition  to  the  special  efforts 
described  in  paragraphs  (b)(5)  (i)  and  (ii) 
of  this  section,  State  agencies  shall 
endeavor  to  arrange  for  the  direct 
distribution  of  outreach  materials  to 
participants  in  other  assistance 
programs. 

(A)  State  agencies  shall  endeavor  to 
arrange  with  the  St3te  agencies 
administering  unemployment 
compensation  programs  for  the  direct 
distribution  of  food  stamp  outreach 
material  to  recipients  of  unemployment 
compensation.  Where  possible,  this 
direct  distribution  shall  be  the 
individual  handing  out  of  food  stamp 
information  to  each  person  who  applies 
for  unemployment  benefits  at  an 
unemployment  office.  W'hen  a  direct 
method  of  distribution  such  as  this 
cannot  be  arranged.  State  agencies  shall 
arrange  for  mailings  of  food  stamp 
outreach  materials  no  less  frequently 
than  once  every  six  months  to 
unemployment  compensation  recipients. 

(B)  State  agencies  shall  also  endeavor 
to  arrange  for  the  direct  distribution  of 
food  stamp  outreach  materials  to 
participants  in  other  programs.  When 
making  arrangements,  priority  shall  be 
given  to  distributing  the  materials  at  the 
offices  of  the  programs.  Where  that  type 
of  distribution  cannot  be  arranged,  the 
possibility  of  periodically  mailing  the 
materials  shall  be  pursued.  Candidates 
for  these  distribution  procedures 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  recipients 
of  public  assistance,  general  assistance 
and  SSI  benefits;  participants  in  the 
WIC  and  Commodity  Supplemental 
Food  Programs;  and  recipients  of 
assistance  payments  administered  by 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development. 
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(6)  Cooperation  with  Community  Food 
and  Nutrition  Program  (CFNP)  grantees. 
State  agencies  shall  identify  those  CFNP 
grantees  that  are  receiving  grants  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  food  stamp 
outreach.  When  practicable,  State 
agencies  shall  coordinate  with  State 
Departments  of  Economic  Opportunity, 
or  directly  with  local  grantees,  as  the 
grantees  are  planning  their  activities. 
This  will  enable  State  agencies  to 
anticipate  and  coordinate  the  total 
outreach  effort  between  their  own 
employees  or  volunteers  and  those  of 
the  CFNP  grantees.  In  areas  where 
federally  funded  CAA’s  are  conducting 
noninformational  outreach  activities. 
FNS  will  not  reimburse  State  agencies 
for  expenditures  for  noninformational 
outreach  activities  that  duplicate  those 
of  the  CAA.  However,  State  agencies 
shall  offer  training  and  outreach 
materials  to  those  CAA’s  and  any  other 
CFNP  grantees  and  shall,  where 
possible,  integrate  the  efforts  of  these 
agencies  into  the  overall  outreach  effort. 
A  CAA  and  a  State  agency  may  both 
provide  informational  outreach  in  the 
same  project  area.  Where  this  occurs, 
the  efforts  of  both  agencies  should  be 
coordinated  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible  in  order  to  heighten  the 
effectiveness  of  the  activities. 

(7)  Removing  participation  barriers. 
The  State  agency  shall  identify  factors 
which  inhibit  participation  in  the 
Program  and  develop  appropriate 
corrective  action  to  remove  these 
barriers.  When  a  State  agency 
determines  that  participation  is  being 
inhibited  and  that  some  corrective 
action  is  required,  the  procedures 
required  in  Part  275  of  this  chapter  the 
Performance  Reporting  System,  shall  be 
followed.  Factors  that  may  influence 
participation  and  which  shall  be 
reviewed  periodically  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to,  the  following  items: 

(i)  Accessibility  of  certification  and 
issuance  services; 

(ii)  Degree  to  which  out-of-office 
certification  procedures  and  mail 
issuance  are  used;  - 

(iii)  Availability  and  simplicity  of 
application  forms; 

(iv)  Availability  of  bilingual  workers 
or  volunteers  and  printed  materials  in 
languages  other  than  English; 

(v)  Effectiveness  of  printed  materials 
and  media  contracts; 

(vi)  Quality  of  service  provided  at 
certification  and  issuances  offices; 

(vii)  Existence  of  negative  community 
attitudes  toward  the  Program;  and 

(viii)  Number  of  certification  staff  and 
the  racial  and  ethnic  composition  of  that 
staff  as  compared  to  the  low-income 


households  and  minority  groups  in  the 
project. 

(8)  Hotlines.  State  agencies  shall 
operate  toll  free  hotline  services  at  the 
State  level  that  can  be  used  by 
participants  and  potential  participants 
to  secure  program  information  and 
application  forms,  lodge  complaints  and 
generally  facilitate  their  participation  in 
the  Program.  The  Alaska  State  agency  is 
exempt  from  the  requirement  for 
maintaining  a  toll  free  hotline  at  the 
State  level.  The  Alaska  State  agency 
shall,  however,  provide  an  alternative 
means  for  participants  and  potential 
participants  to  secure  program 
information  and  applications,  lodge 
complaints  and  make  inquiries.  The 
alternate  procedures  are  subject  to  FNS 
approval  through  the  Outreach  Plan 
submitted  in  accord  with  paragraph  (e) 
of  this  section. 

(i)  The  hotline  service  shall  be 
available  during  all  normal  business 
hours.  The  hotlines  shall  be  called 
“Food  Stamp  Hotlines"  and  shall  be 
listed  as  such  with  local  telephone 
companies.  State  agencies  shall  ensure 
that  the  hotline  numbers  are  available 
through  the  directory  assistance  services 
in  their  States. 

(ii)  The  hotline  service  shall  be  staffed 
with  State  agency  employees  or 
volunteers.  All  operators  must  be 
knowledgeable  in  Program  rules  and 
State  agency  procedures  so  that 
accurate  information  is  desseminated, 
households  are  referred  to  the  proper 
offices  for  further  information  or 
services,  and  complaints  are  turned  over 
to  the  proper  officials  for  resolution. 
Records  shall  be  maintained  on  the 
number  of  calls  and  the  nature  of  the 
inquiries.  The  hotline  number  shall  be 
posted  in  local  welfare  offices  and 
included  on  the  printed  materials  as 
required  in  §  2721.6(b)(3). 

(iii)  State  agencies  shall  determine  the 
appropriate  number  of  telephone  lines 
which  shall  be  adequate  to  handle  the 
number  of  callers.  The  initial 
determination  shall  be  based  on  prior 
experience  with  hotline  services,  such 
as  the  hotline  service  operated  during 
the  transition  from  the  old  program  rules 
to  the  new  program  rules.  Adjustments 
in  the  number  of  telephone  lines  shall  be 
made  if  it  is  determined  through 
monitoring  that  there  are  too  many  or 
too  few  lines  in  operation.  State  food 
stamp  hotlines  may  also  serve  other 
programs,  but  there  must  be  enough 
lines  so  that  food  stamp  callers  are  not 
denied  telephone  access.  Local  areas 
may  operate  hotlines  and,  in  areas  with 
large  numbers  of  low-income 
households,  are  encouraged  to  do  so. 


(c)  Staff.  State  agencies  shall  comply 
with  the  following  minimum 
requirements  for  staffing  their  outreach 
programs. 

(1)  State  level,  (i)  Each  State  agency 
shall  employ  one  full  time  food  stamp 
outreach  coordinator  who  shall  be 
responsible  for  ensuring  that  the  State 
agency's  outreach  program  is  operated 
in  compliance  with  these  regulations. 
The  outreach  coordinator  shall  be  given 
sufficient  clerical  support  to  carry  out 
these  duties.  State  agencies  shall 
employ  additional  full  time  outreach 
workers,  as  required  in  this  paragraph, 
to  aid  the  outreach  coordinator.  The 
number  of  additional  staff  is  based  on 
the  number  of  people  in  each  State  who 
are  eligible  for  food  stamp  benefits  but 
who  are  not  receiving  them  (eligible 
nonparticipants).  States  with  fewer  than 
250,000  eligible  nonparticipants  are  not 
required  to  hire  any  additional  staff. 
States  with  more  than  250,000  eligible 
nonparticipants  and  less  than  500,000 
eligible  nonparticipants  shall  hire  one 
additional  full  time  outreach  worker. 
States  with  more  than  500,000  eligible 
nonparticipants  shall  hire  two 
additional  full  time  outreach  workers. 
The  Department  has  generated 
estimates  of  how  many  eligible  people 
there  will  be  in  each  State  following 
implementation  of  the  new  program 
rules.  These  estimates  will  be  updated 
annually.  State  agencies  shall  compute 
how  many  eligible  nonparticipants  they 
have  by  subtracting  the  number  of 
participants  in  March,  as  reported  on 
their  March  FNS-256  Monthly  Report  of 
Participation  and  Coupon  Issuance,  from 
the  estimates  of  eligibles  provided  by 
the  Department.  State  agencies  that 
have  the  capability  may  use 
participation  data  from  April  or  May  of 
each  year  provided  the  July  1  date  for 
submission  of  the  Outreach  Plan  is 
complied  with.  In  addition,  other 
outreach  workers  shall  be  employed  as 
necessary  to  operate  the  State  agency’s 
outreach  program  effectively.  Whenever 
possible.  State  agencies  shall  recruit 
their  outreach  workers  form  groups  that 
are  targeted  for  outreach  efforts. 

(ii)  The  State  level  outreach  staff  shall 
have  the  primary  responsibility  for 
planning  and  operating  the  State 
agency’s  outreach  program.  Their  duties 
shall  include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  the 
following  activities: 

(A)  Developing  and  implementing 
annual  State  agency  outreach  plans; 

(B)  Monitoring  and  assessing  the 
effectiveness  of  State  and  local  outreach 
efforts,  including  organizing  and 
conducting  the  annual  outreach 
evaluations; 
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(C)  Providing  technical  assistance  to 
outreach  personnel  at  the  local  level; 

(D)  Enlisting  the  support  and 
assistance  of  agencies,  groups  and 
organizations  such  as  the  Social 
Security  Administration,  State 
Employment  Service  and  State  health 
departments,  in  the  State  agency’s 
outreach  efforts  and  ensuring  that  they 
receive  necessary  training; 

(E)  Designing  and  administering  the 
State  agency's  referral  system; 

(F)  Overseeing  the  operation  of  the 
State  agency’s  food  stamp  hotline; 

(G)  Coordinating  activities  with  other 
groups  that  perform  food  stamp 
outreach; 

(H)  Developing,  or  obtaining  from 
FNS,  the  outreach  printed  materials  and 
ensuring  that  adequate  supplies  are 
maintained; 

(I)  Establishing  and  utilizing  media 
contacts;  and 

(1)  Identifying  barriers  to  participation 
and  helping  to  formulate  corrective 
action. 

(2)  Local  level,  (i)  State  agencies  shall 
employ  food  stamp  outreach 
coordinators  in  each  project  area.  Local 
coordinators  shall  spend  sufficient  time 
to  accomplish  the  activities  specified  in 
the  outreach  plan.  Local  coordinators 
shall  be  provided  sufficient  clerical  staff 
to  carry  out  outreach  duties.  Additional 
outreach  staff  shall  be  assigned  to  the 
local  coordinator  as  necessary  to 
achieve  the  goals  of  the  outreach 
program.  Whenever  possible,  the  staff 
performing  outreach  at  the  local  level 
should  be  recruited  from  the  groups 
targeted  for  the  ouireach. 

(ii)  It  is  the  responsibility  of  local  level 
outreach  staff  to  carry  out  outreach 
ctivities  in  each  project  area.  Their 
duties  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

(A)  Providing  the  State  outreach 
coordinator  with  information  as 
requested; 

(B)  Enlisting  local  individuals,  groups, 
agencies  and  organizations  to  assist  in 
the  outreach  effort  and  ensuring  that 
they  receive  necessary  training; 

(C)  Establishing  and  utilizing  media 
contacts; 

(D)  Distributing  printed  materials 
provided  by  State  level  outreach  staff; 

(E)  Identifying  and  working  to  remove 
barriers  to  participation; 

(F)  Coordinating  activities  with  other 
groups,  agencies  or  organizations 
performing  food  stamp  outreach  in  the 
project  area;  and 

(G)  Operating  the  referral  system  and 
extending  it  to  include  as  many 
organizations  and  agencies  as  possible. 

(3)  Contracts.  The  activities  in 
paragraph  (b)  of  this  section  (Minimum 
Requirements)  and  any  similar  activities 


may  be  performed  by  agencies  and 
organizations  that  are  under  contract 
with  the  State  agency.  The  monitoring 
and  planning  activities  specified  in 
paragraphs  (d)  and  (e)  of  this  section 
shall  not  be  performed  by  organizations 
and  agencies  outside  the  State  agency. 
The  contracting  of  outreach  activities  to 
other  organizations  and  groups  shall  not 
relieve  the  State  agency  of  the 
responsibility  for  adhering  to  the 
outreach  staffing  levels  specified  in  this 
paragraph. 

(d)  Monitoring.  State  agencies  shall 
develop  a  system  for  monitoring  and 
evaluating  State  and  local  level  outreach 
activities.  The  monitoring  system  shall 
provide  the  State  agency  with 
information  regarding  compliance  with 
the  State  Outreach  Plan  and  the 
effectiveness  of  outreach  activities. 

State  agencies  shall  include  information 
gathered  through  the  Performance 
Reporting  System,  Monthly  Reports  of 
Participation  and  Coupon  Issuance, 
project  area  outreach  reports,  and 
formal  outreach  evaluations  in  this 
monitoring  system. 

(1)  Performance  Reporting  System. 
State  agencies  shall  monitor  the 
efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  outreach 
programs  through  the  Performance 
Reporting  System  as  required  by  Part 
275  of  this  chapter.  The  State  outreach 
coordinator  and  outreach  staff  are 
encouraged  to  participate  in  the  regular 
project  area  reviews.  Outreach 
deficiencies  noted  in  these  reviews  shall 
be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  State 
outreach  coordinator  for  analysis  and 
corrective  action.  As  part  of  the  annual 
State  assessment  required  in  Part  275  of 
this  chapter,  FNS  will  conduct  a  review 
of  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  the 
State  agency’s  outreach  program. 

(2)  Project  Area  Reports.  In  order  to 
assist  the  State  outreach  coordinator  in 
monitoring  local  outreach  efforts  and  in 
planning  future  outreach  activities,  the 
State  agency  shall  require  periodic,  but 
no  less  often  than  quarterly,  reports 
from  project  areas.  These  reports  will 
supplement  information  gained  from 
onsite  reviews.  State  agencies  shall 
tailor  the  reports  so  that  they  provide 
information  that  will  demonstrate 
whether  the  local  project  areas  are 
complying  with  the  State  Outreach  Plan. 

(3)  Evaluations.  State  agency  outreach 
officials  shall  conduct  formal 
evaluations  of  outreach  activities  at 
least  annually.  These  evaluations  shall 
be  aimed  at  assessing  the  effectiveness 
of  the  various  outreach  activities  that 
were  undertaken  by  the  State  and  local 
agencies.  State  officials  shall  analyze 
why  some  activities  have  proved 
effective  while  others  have  not  and  shall 


initiate  appropriate  improvements. 
Participation  in  the  evaluations  shall  not 
be  limited  to  State  agency  staff. 
Representatives  of  organizations  and 
agencies  that  participate  in  the  State 
agencies'  outreach  programs  as  well  as 
representatives  of  organized  client 
groups  shall  be  invited  to  participate  in 
the  evaluations.  The  results  of  the 
evaluations  shall  be  used  to  make 
adjustments  in  ongoing  activities  (such 
as  providing  additional  training  to  some 
volunteers)  and  to  plan  activities  for  the 
next  year’s  outreach  program. 

(e)  Outreach  Planning.  (1)  Process. 
Annually,  State  agencies  shall  plan  their 
outreach  activities  for  the  upcoming 
year.  The  Outreach  Plans  that  are 
developed  shall  be  based  partly  upon 
assessments  and  analyses  of 
information  collected  from  various 
sources.  These  sources  include  but  are 
not  limited  to:  The  periodic  project  area 
outreach  reports  and  formal  outreach 
evaluations  required  by  paragraph  (d)  of 
this  section;  records  of  inquiries 
received  by  the  hotline  service  required 
by  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section;  records 
of  complaints  kept  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  §  271.6  of  this  chapter; 
the  needs  assessments  and  service  plans 
required  by  §  272.5;  the  FNS-256 
Monthly  Report  of  Participation  and 
Coupon  Issuance  required  by  §  274.8(a) 
of  this  chapter;  the  non-discrimination 
reports  required  by  §  272.7(h);  the 
estimate  of  potentially  eligible 
households  provided  by  FNS;  the  project 
area  reviews  and  corrective  action  plans 
required  by  Part  275  of  this  chapter;  the 
data  on  non-English  speaking  people 
collected  in  accordance  with  §  272.4; 
and  records  kept  on  the  effectiveness  of 
the  past  years’  outreach  activities 
including  records  from  past  years’ 
evaluations.  In  addition.  State  agencies 
shall  plan  their  outreach  activities  so 
that  the  minimum  requirements  in 
paragraph  (b)  of  this  chapter  are  met. 

(2)  Submission.  State  agencies  shall 
submit  their  annual  Outreach  Plans  to 
the  appropriate  FNS  Regional  Office  for 
approval,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  in  §  272.2(e). 

(3)  Content.  Each  Outreach  Plan  shall 
contain  the  following  information: 

(i)  A  summary  of  the  outreach  staff 
the  State  agency  plans  to  use,  including: 

(A)  Number  of  State  and  local  level 
outreach  staff  (administrative  and 
clerical)  and  the  percent  of  time  each 
will  spend  on  outreach  activities; 

(B)  Number  of  State  level  outreach 
staff  working  outside  the  State  office 
and  where  they  are  located; 

(ii)  Copies  of  all  required  printed 
materials; 
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(lii)  A  description  of  the  methods  that 
will  be  used  to  recruit  volunteers; 

(iv)  A  summary  of  the  kinds  of 
agencies,  organizations,  and  groups  that 
will  be  asked  to  aid  in  outreach  along 
with  descriptions  of  the  services  they 
will  be  asked  to  perform; 

(v)  A  list  of  agencies  that  have  agreed 
to  provide  referral  services; 

(vi)  The  geographic  areas  in  a  State 
that  have  been  selected  to  receive 
special  outreach  efforts  in  the  coming 
year  and  a  description  of  what  the 
special  efforts  will  be; 

(vii)  A  list  of  target  groups  that  have 
been  selected  to  receive  special 
outreach  efforts  and  a  description  of 
what  the  special  efforts  will  be; 

(viii)  A  description  of  the  State  agency 
hotline  operations,  including  the 
services  and  staff  provided,  the  number 
of  lines  being  used,  and  any  local 
hotlines  that  are  being  operated; 

(ix)  An  analysis  of  those  aspects  of 
program  operations  that  appea.  ed  to 
hinder  the  participation  of  eligible 
households  and  a  description  of  planned 
corrective  action; 

(x)  A  description  of  the  methods  that 
the  State  agency  will  use  in  planning 
and  monitoring  efforts  at  the  local  level, 
including  reports  that  will  be  required; 

(xi)  Any  other  pertinent  information 
that  is  necessary  to  provide  FNS  with  a 
complete  picture  of  the  State’s  outreach 
efforts,  including  special  instructions. 

(4)  Approval.  FNS  shall  provide 
approval  or  the  reasons  for  disapproval 
within  30  days  of  receipt  of  the  Outreach 
Plan  from  the  State  agency.  Those  plans 
that  have  not  been  responded  to  within 
30  days  shall  be  considered  to  have 
been  approved.  FNS  may  approve 
portions  of  a  State  agency's  Outreach 
Plan.  If  this  occurs,  State  agencies  shall 
implement  the  approved  portions  and 
revise  and  resubmit  the  unapproved 
portions. 

***** 

(91  Stat.  958  (7  U.S.C..  2011-2027).) 

Note. — The  Food  and  Nutrition  Service  has 
determined  that  this  document  contains  a 
major  proposal  requiring  preparation  of  a 
draft  impact  analysis  and  certifies  that  a 
draft  impact  analysis  has  been  prepared. 
(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
Programs  No.  10.551.  Food  Stamps.) 

Dated:  April  3. 1979. 

Carol  Tucker  Foreman. 

Assistant  Secretary'. 

(Arndt.  No.  143| 
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